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Abstract
This study developed a teacher self-assessment instrument in the form of six factors across two
overarching constructs, resulting in one Positive Relationships scale with three factors; and three
related, but separate, scales measuring elements of the Classroom Environment. Many teacher
skills and qualities are known to contribute to effectiveness in the classroom, such as teacher
self-efficacy, content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and instructional knowledge. The
inclusion of affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness can complement the prevailing focus
on other measures of teacher effectiveness, through the consideration of critically important, but
relatively ignored, aspects of effective teaching. This study examined teacher attitudes toward
building positive relationships with students and creating an empowering classroom
environment, grounded in teacher effectiveness research. A survey was taken by 403 practicing
elementary teachers in the United States. The results were analyzed using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis. The resulting factors were compared with a four-item classroom
management subscale of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk
Hoy, 2001) to determine convergent validity, measuring similar underlying constructs; and
divergent validity, measuring attitudes versus efficacy. Participant demographic variables were
compared using independent sample t-tests, one-way ANOVA, and tests for metric invariance to
determine if the instrument performed similarly with all groups. Findings show good model fit,
reliability, and validity for the factors related to each overarching construct, and most
demographic variables showed no variance in the models. Significant differences were found for
the Managing Conflict factor between teachers who taught grades K–2 and teachers who taught
all elementary grades. Group differences on the Student-Centered and Positive Guidance factors
were found between teachers identifying as White and teachers identifying as other than White.
The research study concludes by offering implications for teacher formative assessment,
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guidance for professional learning, implications for educational leadership, and questions for
future research. This dissertation is accompanied by three supplemental files: a video of the
author’s introduction (MP4) and two correlation tables showing the original 61 items considered
for the two proposed scales. This dissertation is available in open access at AURA: Antioch
University Repository and Archive, http://aura.antioch.edu/, and OhioLINK ETD Center,
https://edt.ohiolink.edu
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Chapter I: Introduction
Statement of the Problem
Teacher effectiveness is a broad term that encompasses the many facets of teachers' roles
and outcomes that contribute to teacher success (Goe, Bell, & Little, 2008; Stronge, 2007).
Many teacher skills and qualities are known to contribute to effectiveness in the classroom, such
as teacher self-efficacy, content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and instructional
knowledge. I propose that there are certain ineffable qualities of teacher effectiveness that have
not been nearly as extensively studied or measured.
Caring about students (Ang, 2005; Bunting, 1981; Noddings, 2005), providing effective
feedback (Doumen, Koomen, Buyse, Wouters, & Verschueren, 2012; Hughes, 2011), treating
students fairly and with respect (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Evans, K. M., 1966; Stronge, 2007),
and minimizing or effectively handling conflict with students (Ang, 2005; Clunies-Ross, Little,
& Kienhuis, 2008; Gallagher, Kainz, Vernon-Feagans, & White, 2013) are aspects of positive
teacher-student relationships. Creating a supportive classroom climate (Darling-Hammond,
2013; Georgiou, Christou, Stavrinides, & Panaoura, 2002) through effective classroom
management (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gartrell, 2011; Good & Brophy, 2007; Putman, 2013;
Stronge, 2007), balancing teacher control (Bunting, 1981; Nichols & Zhang, 2011; Vartuli,
2005) and student empowerment (Bryan, 2014; Klem & Connell, 2004; Talvio, Lonka,
Komulainen, Kuusela, & Lintunen, 2013; Popp, Grant, & Stronge, 2011; Putman, 2013), and
holding high expectations for all students (Goe et al., 2008; Kyriakides, Campbell, &
Christofidou, 2002; Nespor, 1987) have also been shown to be qualities of effective teachers.
These are the affective qualities of teacher attitudes, beliefs, and values that contribute to the
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classroom climate, the relationships between students and teachers, and how teachers manage the
classroom.
Measuring the effectiveness of teachers has become a central focus for educational
research, due to the clear impact on student outcomes in learning and academic achievement.
However, measuring teacher quality and effectiveness is a complex problem. Hinchey (2010)
wrote, “Despite decades of research on how to best assess teacher performance… no consensus
has evolved on any single assessment strategy or collection of strategies” (p. 1). The question of
how to evaluate and measure teacher effectiveness has been the subject of debate over decades.
The research on measuring teacher effectiveness in United States elementary schools has varied
methodologically and epistemologically, and is strongly influenced by current legislation and
federal trends guiding education.
In the mid-1980s, following the publication of A Nation At Risk (National Commission
on Excellence in Education, 1983), “widespread and continuing concern over teacher quality”
(Haertel, 1986, p. 46) was leading educators and policymakers to explore how to better measure
teacher effectiveness in order to ensure high quality educational environments for students.
Recommendations were made to develop standards for teacher performance, that “represent
some meaningful level of academic achievement, and… they must reflect typical levels of
classroom performance” (Haertel, 1986, p. 58). Conversation also turned to the use of student
standardized test scores as a way to measure teacher effectiveness, with multiple authors
commenting on the appropriate use of student achievement data to inform teacher assessment
(Haertel, 1986; Stiggins, 1989).
In 2001, President Bush responded to continuing concerns about the quality of public
education in the United States by implementing the No Child Left Behind Act. As part of this
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act, having an effective teacher in every classroom has become a national priority. Hinchey
(2010) asserted that, “that goal entails an implicit requirement to assess teacher and teaching
quality more rigorously than has been the case in the past” (p. 1). Attention again centered on
finding effective ways to measure teacher quality, and student standardized test scores moved to
the top of the list as a viable measurement tool.
In 2010, President Obama and Secretary of Education Duncan strengthened the focus on
effective teachers and leaders in schools through the Elementary and Secondary Education Act
reauthorization. The blueprint for action called schools “to identify effective and highly
effective teachers and principals on the basis of student growth and other factors” (U.S.
Department of Education, 2010, p. 4). This reauthorization proposal and President Obama’s
Race to the Top grant initiative focused on efforts to retain highly effective teachers.
Many of the same considerations faced with the advent of the No Child Left Behind
legislation in 2001 and the proposed reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act from 2010 have been reflected in the educational leadership conversation since the 1950s
(Hanlon, 1973; Shavelson & Russo, 1977; Yamamoto, 1963). President Obama’s Race to the
Top challenge continued to bring assessment of teacher effectiveness to the forefront of school
reform efforts through a state-level competitive grant process. The 2015 reauthorization of the
Elementary and Secondary Education Act, the Every Student Succeeds Act, shifted more
educational control back to the local and state level, and lessened the emphasis on standardized
testing (Executive Office of the President, 2015). However, the focus on teacher effectiveness
remains an important component of the law.
When considering what to use as data for teacher effectiveness assessment, it is important
first to determine the purpose of assessment and how identified data will be used. Teachers can
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be assessed in many ways: through formative or summative evaluation; on categories of teacher
quality, performance, or effectiveness; or through a single tool or a system of multiple data
points (Hinchey, 2010). Clearly defining the teacher assessment process is an important first
step because priorities for assessment drive behavior (Hinchey, 2010) and “what is measured is a
reflection of what is valued” (Goe et al., 2008, p. 4).
Teacher effectiveness has been examined from a variety of perspectives: input variables
such as teacher qualities and characteristics, experience, and background characteristics; process
variables such as classroom behavior; and outcome variables in the form of student achievement.
Nye, Konstantopoulos, and Hedges (2004) analyzed 18 studies and found that teacher effects
were somewhat small, ranging from 7 percent to 21 percent of variance in achievement gains
being associated with teacher effectiveness. However, the authors found that the difference in
student achievement gains associated with a less effective teacher were .35 of a standard
deviation below gain associated with a more effective teacher in reading and .48 of a standard
deviation below in mathematics. While teacher effects play a significant role in variance with
student achievement scores, it is unclear from the research what input variables consistently
impact student outcomes.
Early research on teaching effectiveness proposed the impact on student outcomes due to
specific teaching actions (Brophy & Good, 1986; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986). This model is
known as the process-product model, with teaching approaches being the process and student
outcomes being the product. Brophy and Good (1986) found, through their comprehensive
review of process-product research, that consistent teacher effects included quantity and pacing
of instruction that placed a significant amount of time on academic activities; active teaching
rather than students working on their own; use of small group teaching in beginning reading
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instruction and when classes are very heterogeneous; structuring of information, soliciting
questions, and providing feedback; and providing meaningful seatwork and homework
assignments to give students practice opportunities.
Emmer and Peck (1973) identified 11 dimensions related to effective teaching through a
factor analysis of five classroom observation instruments. The resulting factors produced 12
rating scales used in later studies (Brophy, Coulter, Crawford, Evertson, & King, 1975; Brophy
& Evertson, 1974b). R. S. Soar and R. M. Soar (1976, 1987) reviewed research on teacher
effectiveness as measured through low-inference observation tools. They identified linear
relationships between student achievement gains and teacher affect, as well as with teacher
structure balanced with student freedom. The authors found one curvilinear relationship between
student achievement gains and teacher control of student freedom regarding subject matter and
thinking, and another curvilinear relationship was found related to student gains and the level of
teacher structuring and setting limits.
During the late 1990s and into the 2000s, two major developments have shifted the focus
of teacher effectiveness research. The first is that “researchers have concentrated on more global
aspects of teaching and on analyzing teaching patterns or regimes instead of single teaching acts”
(Seidel & Shavelson, 2007). Second, two research approaches have emerged: one with a focus
on large scale surveys with statistical models that control for extraneous variables, and one with
a focus on processes of learning within a specific academic domain (Seidel & Shavelson, 2007).
While earlier research examined teacher behaviors in the context of academic areas (e.g., Good
& Grouws, 1979; Harris & Serwer, 1966), examining teacher effectiveness in the context of a
single academic domain became a strong focus of research during the No Child Left Behind era.
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These approaches are evident in the regression and hierarchical linear modeling research,
as well as the number of articles that focus on mathematics and/or literacy instruction. Part of
this focus is due to the readily available student-level data on math and literacy achievement, as
both areas have been measured through government mandates on standardized testing since the
“Nation at Risk” report (National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983). This
approach to research comes from the positivist, reductionist worldview that there is one set of
“right” answers.
In the meantime, teaching and learning have continued to evolve, leading to a need for a
new cognitive learning process model. This model “assume[s] that learning is a set of
constructive processes in which the… student… builds, activates, elaborates, and organizes
knowledge structures… and can be facilitated and fostered by components of teaching” (Seidel
& Shavelson, 2007, p. 462). This model more closely aligns to a pragmatic or constructivist
worldview. Research points to teachable skills (Brophy & Evertson, 1974a; Brophy & Good,
1986; Evans, J. F., 2002; Labonty & Danielson, 1988; Medley & Mitzel, 1959; Stronge, Ward,
Tucker, & Hindman, 2007) as well as the fact that teachers do increase in effectiveness in the
first few years of teaching (Henry, Bastian, & Fortner, 2011). While it may be easier to select a
teacher who is already effective (Chingos & Peterson, 2011), teachers can be taught how to be
more effective through building evidence-based teachable skills such as instructional strategies
and classroom management techniques. Additionally, research has demonstrated the difficulty
of establishing which teachers are most effective, while controlling for similar groups of students
being taught in similar conditions (Berliner, 2014; Good & Lavigne, 2015).
Egelson and McColskey (1998) posited that a formative teacher evaluation program can
have a significant positive impact on teacher goal setting, self-assessment and reflection,
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professional pride, relationships with other teachers, and the role and relationship with the
principal. A strong trend in the literature on formative assessment is that this type of assessment
should inform professional development and be integrated into the overall evaluation process
(Hinchey, 2010; Stronge, 2006). Danielson and McGreal (2000) asserted that teachers
themselves believe that teacher evaluation should be designed for the purpose of professional
development and the improvement of teaching.
Two key areas for teacher evaluation should include the increased awareness of the
importance and complexity of teaching, and the increased focus on the development of teacher
expertise (Danielson & McGreal, 2000). Kyriakides et al. (2002) stated that current processes of
teacher evaluation often do not contribute to teacher professional development or to improving
effectiveness. Darling-Hammond (2013) recommended linking professional development and
job-embedded learning to facilitate real change in a teacher's classroom practices.
Teacher self-evaluation is one approach that enhances teachers' feeling in control of their
own professional development, and can be a complementary way of measuring teacher
effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2002). This finding has been examined and found to be
important throughout the teacher evaluation literature since the 1970s (Darling-Hammond, Wise,
& Pease, 1983). Hinchey (2010) proposed that “teacher self-reports can be extremely valuable
because teachers have unique, detailed information on such important elements as classroom
context and teacher intentions” (p. 9). Reflective practice can be facilitated through teacher selfassessment and the development of professional growth plans (Danielson & McGreal, 2000;
Davis, Ellett, & Annunziata, 2002; Stronge, 2006). Stronge (2006) indicated that, typically,
teachers use self-evaluation to “make judgments about the adequacy and effectiveness of their
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own knowledge, performance, beliefs, and effects for the purpose of self-improvement” (p. 186).
Ultimately, self-assessment is a formative evaluation of one's own practice.
Ajzen (1989) and Agne, Greenwood, and Miller (1994) proposed a causal chain leading
to teacher behavior. Ajzen's (1989) theory of planned behavior posited that beliefs lead to
attitudes, which then influence behavior. An attitude is the individual's disposition to respond to
a stimulus, either favorably or unfavorably. According to Ajzen (1989), attitudes then lead to a
behavior, which can be observed. Agne et al. (1994) described a similar theoretical causal chain
specific to education: teacher beliefs influence teacher behavior, which influences student
behavior, and results in impacts on student achievement.
Working backward from identified effective teaching behaviors that have emerged from
research, we can begin to identify underlying beliefs and attitudes that either contribute to or
hinder the development of these effective behaviors in the classroom. Through a self-rating and
reflection process, teachers can identify which attitudes and beliefs they hold that make them
effective in the classroom as well as those that are ineffective and could be changed. Helping
teachers identify the beliefs and attitudes they hold about teaching and about students can also
help them identify discrepancies in their performed behavior in the classroom stemming from
their consciously-held beliefs.
Rationale for Studying the Problem
The rationale for studying this problem was to identify whether a new measure of teacher
attitudes related to affective aspects of teacher effectiveness could be viable for future use in the
field of education. Such a self-report measure could enhance the professional awareness of
practicing teachers, guide ongoing professional development, and possibly be used to help
prospective teachers examine how their current attitudes may predict future success in the
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classroom. The inclusion of affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness can complement the
prevailing focus on other measures of teacher effectiveness, through the consideration of
critically important, but relatively ignored, aspects of effective teaching.
Self-reflection, both in action and on action (Schön, 1984; Stronge, 2006) have been
shown to increase effective teaching practices. Newberry and Davis (2008) found that teachers
can use self-reflection to identify where their espoused beliefs do not align with their behaviors.
Reflective practice is critical for teachers to analyze their own and students' work and evaluate
their actions in order to facilitate change when needed (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Davis et al.,
2002; Egelson & McColskey, 1998). As Stronge (2006) noted, “Good teachers don't just teach;
rather, they think about what they plan to teach, they teach, and then they think about it again. In
essence, they self-reflect” (p. 17). Self-reflection helps teachers become aware of their strengths
and weaknesses, it encourages ongoing professional development, it discourages unchanging
classroom beliefs and practices, and it encourages teacher collaboration and discussions about
teaching (Airasian & Gullickson, 1996; McColskey & Egelson, 1993).
Several measures of teacher attitudes and/or beliefs have been developed (Ahluwalia,
1976; Ang, 2005; Bunting, 1981; Evans, K. M., 1966; Pianta, 2001; Schaefer & Edgerton, 1985;
Whitmore, 1974). While each of these existing measures support some aspect of the affective
dimensions of teacher attitudes and beliefs, none of them are sufficient by themselves to measure
teacher beliefs and relationships that the research suggests are important for positive student
outcomes such as empowerment, engagement, and academic success. Two approaches to the
development of a more comprehensive measure are to combine full or partial existing scales into
a longer measure that addresses all of the affective dimensions (Agne et al., 1994; Clunies-Ross
et al., 2008; Doumen et al., 2012; Englehart et al., 2012; Hamre, Pianta, Downer, & Mashburn,
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2008; Percy, 1990; Putman, 2013; Richardson, 1996; Rubie-Davies, Flint, & McDonald, 2012)
or develop a new scale informed by research (Chang & Muñoz, 2006; Hughes, 2011; Kyriakides,
2005; Wilkins, 2008; Yoon, 2002). I intended to develop a new research-informed assessment in
the form of two scales in order to focus on the specific constructs research has identified as most
important to supporting affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness. Rather than repurposing
existing scales originally developed for other uses, I believe the creation of the new scales
provides meaningful results that teachers can use to inform their practice.
The conceptual framework I propose draws from and integrates the work of Stronge
(2007), Nichols and Zhang (2011), and Pianta, Hamre, and Allen (2012), as well as Ajzen’s
(1989) theory of planned behavior. Stronge (2007) has extensively researched and reviewed the
body of literature on teacher effectiveness, and has shown a clear link between teacher behaviors
in affective areas and their correlation to student outcomes such as empowerment, engagement,
and academic success. Other research has strongly established Stronge’s identified
characteristics as a critical component of developing teacher-student relationships and creating a
positive and empowering classroom climate (Brekelmans, Wubbels, & denBrok, 2002; Chen,
Brown, Hattie, & Millward, 2012; Goe et al., 2008; Kyriakides et al., 2002).
Nichols and Zhang’s (2011) work looked specifically at the elements of affirmation in the
teacher-student relationship and empowerment of students within the classroom as creating a
motivating classroom climate where students experience more success and better outcomes.
Pianta et al.’s (2012) Teaching Through Interactions framework further supports the theory and
research on teacher effectiveness through specific areas of practice that contribute to effective
classrooms and teacher-student relationships. As Chen et al. (2012) noted, “The more favorable
the attitude and subjective norms are with respect to a behavior, and the greater the perceived
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behavioral control, the more likely… people will perform the behavior in accordance with their
intentions” (p. 938).
Statement of Purpose
The purpose of this dissertation study was to develop and validate an assessment
instrument made up of two scales that measure teacher attitudes toward affective aspects of
effective teaching with regard to positive teacher-student relationships and creating an
empowering classroom environment. Specific emphasis was given to the specification and
inclusion of those attitudes that have been demonstrated through research to be effective in
impacting student outcomes including student empowerment, engagement, and academic
success. This study involved instrument development, instrument refinement through
administration to a sample, and estimation of reliability and validity of the resulting instrument.
The resulting instrument will be used as a self-assessment tool by teachers to guide professional
development.
I developed a quantitative survey to collect data on my two item pools in order to
establish reliability and validity. The survey provided information on how teachers agreed or
disagreed with various statements related to the development of positive teacher-student
relationships and the creation of an empowering classroom environment. While this research
was not meant to be a formal mixed methods study, I included some open-ended opportunities
for respondents to provide feedback on their experience taking the survey and to reflect on the
constructs being measured.
Locating the Researcher
My interest in this topic stems from my 17-year career in the education field, as a teacher
and administrator in early childhood and non-profit settings working closely with the
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Kindergarten through 12th grade (K–12) public school system. I have received training in what it
means to be an “effective teacher” in the early childhood setting, using Developmentally
Appropriate Practice to create welcoming and engaging classrooms for students and to build
strong relationships that teach children through intentionally planned play. I have several years
of experience teaching teachers at this level to be effective in early learning classrooms.
This field is just beginning to measure teacher effectiveness, with the use of rating scales
such as the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) assessment (Pianta, La Paro, &
Hamre, 2008). Anecdotal evidence, discussions with colleagues, and my own professional
experience indicate that students are more likely to have positive outcomes and achieve school
success when they have strong relationships with teachers and are encouraged to learn within an
empowering classroom environment. I also believe that students learn best through experiential
learning opportunities (Kolb, 1984).
Teachers are leaving the profession in large numbers due to being treated more like
technicians than as professionals, with about 55% of teachers who left the field in 2012 citing
dissatisfaction with working conditions (Sutcher, Darling-Hammond, & Carver-Thomas, 2016).
The authors cited four primary reasons why teachers are leaving the field pre-retirement. These
reasons are declining teacher salaries, that are not competitive with other occupations; a lack of
pedagogical preparation that leaves some teachers feeling unprepared in the classroom; lack of
support, mentoring, and induction; and teaching conditions which lack financial resources,
updated teaching materials, administrative support, collegial opportunities, and input into
decision-making. Whereas teachers used to be able to provide curriculum and instruction in very
engaging and developmentally appropriate ways, including experiential learning opportunities,
most instruction in today’s classroom has shifted to scripted lessons and rushing through
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seatwork in order to master the knowledge that will be tested on upcoming standardized
assessments. Teachers are struggling under the increased demands on them for accountability
and reporting, and are less able to creatively engage in individualized learning for their students
(Sutcher et al., 2016).
I have been very interested over my career in helping teachers use instructional
techniques and classroom management strategies to connect to their students, to use positive
guidance based on mutual respect with students, and to engage each learner at his or her
individual level of skill and grounded in understanding of child development. The classes and
workshops I have taught have helped early childhood professionals to engage in developmentally
appropriate practice in their classrooms and to build strong, positive relationships with students.
I believe many of these same strategies can be used with positive results at the elementary level
and beyond.
As a result of my research on teacher preparation, professional development, and
measures of teacher effectiveness in the K–12 system, I continue to learn about expectations for
teachers in these grade levels. Legislation, administrators, and educational professionals all
agree that we need high quality teachers who engage students, are well qualified, and provide
rigorous classroom instruction (Goe et al., 2008; Kane & Staiger, 2012; Reynolds et al., 2014). I
have explored the ethical issues of evaluating teacher effectiveness solely based on student
standardized test scores, along with the existing literature on teacher effectiveness and ways
effevtiveness has been measured.
Because my career experience most closely aligns with early elementary grades, I
narrowed my focus to measures of teachers in elementary schools in the United States.
Ultimately, I hope to use this and future research to shift the trend of teacher evaluation away
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from the use of student test scores toward a more formative approach to assessment using
multiple points of data, and to investigate the use of teacher self-assessment as a viable data
point. I have found teacher attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors that promote student success to be
grounded in research on effective teaching. I believe that if the education system begins to look
for teachers who have positive attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors that contribute to student success,
and that these are built into teacher preparation and professional learning programs, we can see a
sustainable shift in student academic success and success as citizens of the future.
Literature/Research Background
Chapter II will provide a review and critique of the literature related to teacher
effectiveness and current measurements of teacher effectiveness. The discussion situates this
research in the historical context of teacher effectiveness research, and important historical and
current trends that influence this field of study. I will discuss the identified qualities of effective
teachers that have emerged over time and how these qualities have been examined and correlated
with student outcomes.
This is followed by a review of the literature on the affective qualities of teacher
effectiveness. It is important to note that while extant literature provides the basis for this study,
the constructs that are used to inform the scale and the development of the item pool are also
partially derived from my own lived experience as an educator over more than 15 years. I will
discuss the identification of specific, measurable constructs that have been shown to contribute to
effective teaching. The constructs emerged within two overarching categories: student-teacher
relationships and the classroom environment. Many of these constructs are related and overlap.
Rather than being strictly distinct dimensions of teacher effectiveness, an effective teacher is
likely to possess most, if not all, of these constructs in his or her beliefs and attitudes about
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teaching and about students. Developing a way to measure the beliefs and attitudes that promote
positive student outcomes could be a valuable tool to direct teacher professional development.
I then examine the relationship between teacher beliefs, attitudes, behavior, and student
outcomes. I establish the causal chain between beliefs, attitudes, and behavior, and apply this to
the context of effective teaching. I discuss types of teacher beliefs and how they are influenced.
I also examine how formative assessment can be used to support teacher effectiveness and
ongoing professional development. The literature suggests that teachers should receive feedback
on their effectiveness based on consistent empirical data, and be given opportunities through
professional development and the performance appraisal process to improve. Research has
shown that as regular and ongoing formative evaluation is consistently implemented, in addition
to summative evaluations, teachers are much more likely to build on their existing strengths and
be willing to admit to weaknesses in order to receive additional support. I include a discussion
of prior measures of teacher attitudes and beliefs and why they are not sufficient to address the
research problem that is the focus of this dissertation.
The discussion in the literature review will provide a foundation for the argument that
prior work in related areas is incomplete, establishing the need for this dissertation research.
Finally, the literature review will develop the conceptual framework guiding this research using
extant theory and research that supports future examination of the affective qualities of teacher
effectiveness and their role in professional development.
Research Questions
My overarching research question is framed as the goal of the study, followed by several
underlying and related research questions. The goal of this study was to develop and validate an
assessment instrument made up of two scales measuring teacher attitudes related to affective
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dimensions of teacher effectiveness: one scale for positive relationships with students and the
second scale for creating an empowering classroom environment. My related research questions
were:
RQ1a: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to positive relationships with students?
RQ1b: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to creating an empowering classroom environment?
RQ2: What subscales emerge from factor analysis with the items designed to measure the
positive relationship and empowering classroom environment constructs?
RQ3: Do the scales that emerge demonstrate convergent validity as compared to
validated measures of teacher self-efficacy?
RQ4: Are there differences that emerge across subgroups of participants for each of the
validated scales that emerge?
Methodology
Chapter III will describe the quantitative research approach that was used for this
dissertation. It will provide the justification for the methods selected, including the presentation
of data from the item pool testing conducted prior to the commencement of the dissertation
research.
The first form of the proposed instrument was developed from a review of existing
teacher effectiveness literature. Existing instruments measuring teacher beliefs and teacher
attitudes also served as resources. Theoretical definitions of 11 characteristics of affective
teacher attitudes were developed from the literature review, with a total of 93 items representing
the 11 characteristics. Forty-one items in five characteristics were within the construct of
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positive relationships, while the remaining 52 items and six characteristics made up the
classroom environment construct. The item pools were reduced and edited through several
iterations. The two resulting item pools used a six-point Likert-type response format. Response
categories were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “slightly disagree,” “slightly agree,” “agree,”
and “strongly agree.”
The item pools were administered to practicing elementary school teachers in the United
States in the form of a survey. A sample size of at least 300 was desired (DeVellis, 2003;
Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Participant demographic data was requested in the survey:
gender, years of teaching experience, current grade taught, length of time teaching elementary
grades, level of degree, race, and ethnicity. In addition, demographic data related to the
participant’s current school such as school setting (urban, suburban, rural), socio-economic status
of students, and race/ethnicity of students was collected.
In order to refine the item pools into final scales, item analysis using SPSS was
conducted to select the items that best represented each dimension within the two scales. I
intended to have approximately 30–50 total items within the final scales, ideally including a mix
of positively and negatively worded items. Descriptive statistics, Cronbach’s alpha, and factor
analysis were used to determine the underlying factor structure of the scales, and the reliability
and validity of the scales. I included a psychometrically sound subsection of one validated scale
measuring teacher self-efficacy within the study to determine convergent validity. Confirmatory
factor analysis using AMOS was used to determine final item inclusion and the best model fit. I
used goodness-of-fit, modification indices, and covariance procedures to help identify the best
items for the emergent scales.
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I conducted independent sample t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) to determine
if there were correlations between the respondent control variables—the participant and school
demographic variables listed previously—and responses to the scale items. I then analyzed the
models resulting from confirmatory factor analysis for differences between groups. This
comparative analysis identified whether responses to items in specific subscales differed
significantly as a result of one or more control variables.
Results
In Chapter IV, the findings of the study will be presented, along with the process in
which they were generated. I provide descriptive statistics regarding the sample of respondents
and the scale items, and the results of the item analysis and factor analysis for each emergent
scale. I also describe the results of the convergent validity using four classroom management
items from the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
Finally, I discuss the results of the comparative analysis, using independent t-tests, ANOVA, and
tests for metric invariance, to identify significant differences between participant demographic
groups and their responses to the scale items.
Discussion
The final section of the dissertation, Chapter V, offers conclusions developed from the
data found during the scale development process, limitations of the study, and the implications
for future work in this area. It provides an overview of the study, interpretation of the findings,
and exploration of the practical applicability of the findings to the education field, with a specific
emphasis on leadership and change. The chapter concludes with recommendations for future
action and my own reflection on the research process.

19

Chapter II: Literature Review
This chapter covers the extensive literature on teacher effectiveness in the following way.
First I discuss, in general terms, the historical context of teacher effectiveness and the research
that has attempted to identify key qualities of the effective teacher. Then I discuss the literature
examining teacher attitudes and beliefs. I turn next to a discussion of research identifying the
measurement of teacher effectiveness, and prior measurements of teacher attitudes and beliefs. I
conclude the chapter by identifying the components of the conceptual framework guiding this
research study, grounded in the literature on teacher effectiveness and measurement.
Historical Context of Teacher Effectiveness
The question of how to evaluate and measure teacher effectiveness has been the subject
of debate over decades. No one would argue that teacher quality has a clear impact on student
outcomes in learning and academic achievement. However, measuring teacher quality and
effectiveness is a complex problem. Hinchey (2010) asserted that no clear assessments of
teacher effectiveness have been identified despite extensive research. Many of the same
considerations being faced with the advent of the No Child Left Behind legislation in 2001 and
the subsequent proposed and passed reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act have been reflected in the educational leadership conversation since the mid-1980s. Haertel
(1986) noted that concern for teacher quality was leading educators and policymakers to measure
teacher effectiveness and develop meaningful standards for teacher performance. The use of
student standardized test scores was introduced as a way to measure teacher effectiveness, with
multiple authors commenting on the appropriate use of student achievement data to inform
teacher assessment (Haertel, 1986; Stiggins, 1989). While the need for teacher assessment was
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recognized in the 1980s, and proposals for how best to implement an assessment system were in
place, assessment was not being used in high-stakes decision making.
In 2001, President Bush implemented the No Child Left Behind Act in response to
continuing concerns about the quality of public education in the United States. Having an
effective teacher in every classroom became a national priority through this legislation. Based
on available research at the time, Hinchey (2010) asserted that more rigorous teacher assessment
was needed to achieve such a goal. Research resumed to find effective ways to measure teacher
quality, and student standardized test scores topped the list as a viable measurement tool. Once
teacher effectiveness became legislated through the No Child Left Behind Act, states and
districts began to develop assessment systems that did inform high-stakes decisions about teacher
retention and pay. No Child Left Behind also legislated state-level standardized testing of
student achievement, making these data easily available and a straightforward link to teacher
assessment.
The proposed Elementary and Secondary Education Act reauthorization in 2010 and the
Race to the Top initiative called for schools “to identify effective and highly effective teachers
and principals on the basis of student growth and other factors” (U.S. Department of Education,
2010, p. 4). While federal legislation for teacher assessment did not mandate the specific or sole
use of student achievement data as a measurement tool, the general definition of an effective
teacher was one who produces “gains in student achievement, measured by gains in standardized
test scores” (Hinchey, 2010, p. 1). The Every Student Succeeds Act, the 2015 reauthorization of
the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, reduced the emphasis on standardized testing and
shifted more educational control to the state and local levels (Executive Office of the President,
2015). Research continues to focus on identifying and measuring teacher effectiveness.
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Historical perspectives on effective teaching are grounded in epistemological models of teaching.
Next, I briefly describe the evolution of epistemological influence on this body of research.
Epistemological evolution. Early research on teacher effectiveness focused on
identifying teachers’ personal traits, such as appearance, intelligence and education, enthusiasm,
and warmth, that were identified as effective through ratings by supervisors and principals
(Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Shulman, 1986). This line of research was popular in the 1950s and
1960s, but gave way to new research approaches examining teaching acts that would impact
student outcomes (Brophy, 1973; Brophy & Good, 1986; Dunkin & Biddle, 1974; Gettinger &
Kohler, 2006). Such research is known as the process-product model, with teaching approaches
being the process and student outcomes being the product, which was prominent in educational
research during the 1970s and 1980s. While school-effects research was conducted as part of
this research model to examine system-level school characteristics, this review of literature will
focus on the teacher-effects research. Process-product research primarily used observation tools
and measures of student achievement to identify teacher skills and behaviors consistently found
in teachers who were identified as effective (Gettinger & Kohler, 2006).
Two major developments shifted the focus of teacher effectiveness research during the
late 1990s and into the 2000s. The first development was the concentration on global acts of
teaching and teaching patterns, such as subject matter knowledge for teaching, understanding of
student thinking, and instructional practice; rather than a focus on individual acts of teaching,
such as reinforcement, feedback, adaptive instruction, and cooperative learning (Borko, 2004;
Seidel & Shavelson, 2007). Second, two research approaches emerged: one with a focus on
large scale surveys with statistical models that control for extraneous variables, and one with a
focus on processes of learning within a specific academic domain (Cohen, Raudenbush, &

22

Loewenberg Ball, 2003). These approaches are evident in the regression and hierarchical linear
modeling research, as well as the number of studies that focus on mathematics and/or literacy
instruction. Part of this focus was due to the readily available student-level data on math and
literacy achievement, as both areas have been measured through government mandates on
standardized testing since the Nation at Risk report (National Commission on Excellence in
Education, 1983).
In the meantime, teaching and learning have continued to evolve, leading to a need for a
new cognitive learning process model. This model “assume[s] that learning is a set of
constructive processes in which the… student… builds, activates, elaborates, and organizes
knowledge structures… and can be facilitated and fostered by components of teaching” (Seidel
& Shavelson, 2007, p. 462).
Qualities of Teacher Effectiveness
As mentioned previously, teacher effectiveness has been examined from a variety of
perspectives: input variables such as teacher qualities and characteristics, experience, and
background characteristics; process variables such as classroom behavior; and outcome variables
in the form of student achievement. I will discuss the qualities of teacher effectiveness that have
emerged from the literature in the following sections. First, I will examine research that has
focused on the cognitive aspects of teaching—knowledge, skills, behaviors, and background
characteristics. A large group of studies have focused on identifying qualities or behaviors of
teachers that were effective in the classroom. The primary research questions addressed through
such research have examined relationships between teacher characteristics (presage-product
research) or teaching variables (process-product research) and student outcomes, and specific
frameworks of teacher effectiveness that translate to desired student outcomes. These are
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discussed in turn in the following sections. Then I turn to a discussion of the affective aspects of
teacher effectiveness, including the teacher-student relationship and classroom management.
Presage-product research. Several reviews of research (Anderson & Hunka, 1963;
Fattu, 1962; Gage, 1965; Howsam, 1960; Medley & Mitzel, 1963) examined presage-product
research and found that most research had conflicting findings, and was inconclusive when
looked at as a body of literature. Howsam (1960) and Fattu (1962) concluded that research did
not support linkages between effective teachers and characteristics such as intelligence, age,
experience, background, gender, aptitude test scores, interest in teaching, or voice quality.
Howsam (1960) did find that professional knowledge was a predictor of successful teaching
performance. Gage (1965) noted that five global characteristics of effective teachers had
emerged: warmth, cognitive organization, orderliness, indirectness, and problem-solving ability.
However, he, and Medley and Mitzel (1963) concluded that much of the presage-product
research was based on invalid criteria of effectiveness and that few objective measures of teacher
behavior were used.
This research pathway diminished as process-product research, discussed in the next
section, became more popular and viable. However, interest in identifying teacher background
characteristics that could be correlated with effective teaching re-emerged in the 2000s. Several
recent research studies examined teacher effectiveness based on qualifications and background
characteristics such as education level, years of teaching experience, prior career experience,
competitiveness of college attended, and degree focus area. This area of research has increased
in interest as alternative licensure programs and the recruitment of teachers with prior career
experience has become a way to fill the large hiring need for teachers, as has the focus on
“highly qualified” teachers mandated in the No Child Left Behind Act and the proposed
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Elementary and Secondary Education Act Reauthorization (U.S. Department of Education,
2010).
Clotfelder, Ladd, and Vigdor (2006) examined how non-random matching of teachers to
students affected student achievement. Teachers with more experience, degrees from more
competitive colleges, and advanced degrees tended to teach at schools serving more affluent,
higher achieving, and whiter students (Clotfelder et al., 2006). In terms of student academic
outcomes, they found that teacher years of experience and teacher licensure test scores were the
only statistically significant determinants of student test scores for fifth grade students. Chingos
and Peterson (2011) also found a positive relationship between student achievement and years of
teaching experience. On the other hand, Hairrell et al. (2011) found no significant relationship
between teacher years of experience and student learning gains.
Hairrell et al. (2011) found that the teacher’s degree in education was a significant
predictor of student outcomes, and teachers holding a Master’s degree were found to be more
effective than those holding a Bachelor’s degree. Chingos and Peterson (2011) found
contradictory evidence that there was no difference in the effectiveness of teachers with an
education major from those with another major, nor were advanced degrees a factor in
identifying better teachers. They did find that teachers who were certified in areas other than
elementary education were less effective teachers of elementary school students. The authors
also found a strong positive relationship between National Board certification and classroom
effectiveness, but that participation in the National Board certification did not necessarily
enhance teacher effectiveness. In other words, teachers who were already effective were more
likely to pursue National Board certification.
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The disparate results between these studies may be due to differing sample sizes.
Clotfelder et al. (2006) examined 3,223 fifth grade teachers in North Carolina, and student data
for all fifth grade students across the state in a single year. Hairrell et al. (2011) studied 36
fourth grade teachers in two Texas school districts and examined only student achievement data
related to comprehension and vocabulary performance. Chingos and Peterson (2011) examined
data on all fourth through eighth grade students and teachers in the state of Florida over eight
years, with a total sample of 37,774 fourth and fifth grade teachers, and 46,257 sixth through
eighth grade teachers. Further research with other large sample sizes and robust data such as the
Chingos and Peterson study would be useful in determining whether or not teacher education and
experience are valid predictors of effectiveness.
Another study (Boyd et al., 2011) examined whether teachers with prior career
experience outside of education, known as career switchers, were more effective teachers and
whether they followed different retention patterns. The authors found that teachers with prior
career experience did not impact student learning on standardized test measures any differently
than teachers with no prior experience. However, in mathematics, career switchers were
significantly less effective than teachers with no prior experience outside of education at raising
student achievement scores. They also found that teachers who attended college-recommended
education licensure programs and had prior experience were less effective than those with no
prior experience. Career switchers were more likely to transfer schools, but were no more or less
likely to leave a school after the first year of teaching. The study findings suggest that recruiting
second-career teachers may not be an effective strategy for improving overall teacher quality, as
their previous work experience does not appear to positively correlate with their effectiveness.
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Henry et al. (2011) looked at differences in teacher effectiveness over years of
experience, again measuring effectiveness as student learning gains on standardized assessments.
In most cases, teacher effectiveness increased in the second year of teaching, and effectiveness
then flattened after the third year of teaching. Teachers who left the field after their first year of
teaching were less effective on average than teachers who persisted beyond the first year of
teaching. Teachers who stayed in the field beyond five years were most effective in their third
and fourth years of teaching, while those who left the field after their third or fourth year were
less effective in their final year of teaching than in previous years.
Overall, the results of the research on teacher qualifications and background
characteristics are mixed and not definitive. Teachers do seem to be more effective with
additional years of experience, within the first five years in the field. Prior career experience in
another field is correlated with reduced teacher effectiveness in the early grades. For teachers
who have followed traditional education pathways to licensure, research indicates mixed and
contradictory results as to whether their degree, college attended, and level of degree is a
predictor of their effectiveness in the classroom. The lack of consistent findings related to
teacher backgrounds reveals a need for further research in this area, as well as expanding
research to include other proven qualities of teacher effectiveness. The set of studies discussed
in previous sections indicate that characteristics related to affective aspects of teaching were
more consistently correlated with teacher effectiveness. I turn next to a deeper examination of
these qualities.
Process-product research. This line of research, examining the teacher behaviors and
patterns of teacher-student interactions that were linked to student performance, began in the late
1950s and significantly increased during the 1970s and 1980s. Medley and Mitzel (1959) looked
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at established measures of teacher effectiveness and measures of dimensions of classroom
behavior to determine if any relationships exist. They examined five variables measuring teacher
effectiveness: adjusted reading growth, growth in group problem solving skill, pupil-teacher
rapport, teacher’s self-ratings, and principals’ ratings; as well as three measure of classroom
behavior: emotional climate, verbal emphasis, and social organization. The teacher effectiveness
measures explored in the study resulted in two aspects of effectiveness: teacher ability to get
along with children and stimulating students to learn. Supervisor ratings and pupil reactions to
teachers were correlated and seemed to reflect the teacher’s ability to get along with children.
Self-ratings and measures of student reading and problem solving skills growth reflected
effective stimulation of students in learning to read. The classroom behaviors were not found to
be associated with teacher effectiveness, although pupil-teacher rapport was found to be related
to the emotional climate.
Kounin (1970) was one of the first researchers to examine teacher actions and the impact
on student achievement. In his seminal study of 49 first and second grade classrooms, he
identified several teacher behaviors that were highly correlated with student work involvement
and freedom from deviancy during seatwork and during class recitation activities. These
effective behaviors were with-itness, the teacher’s ability to communicate awareness of student
behavior; overlapping, the ability to attend to more than one issue at once; smoothness and
momentum, the teacher’s movements through different activities; group alerting, the attempts to
keep children attending to activities and with the group; accountability, the monitoring and
maintenance of student performance during recitations; valence and challenge arousal, the ratio
of motivating comments to the total number of transitions; and seatwork/recitation variety and
challenge, the degree to which varied activities are given during a defined time block. Kounin
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found that with-itness and momentum/smoothness were moderately predictive of student
freedom from deviancy during seatwork, and highly or moderately correlated during recitation.
Group alerting was also correlated with student freedom from deviancy and with work
involvement during recitation. Work involvement and freedom from deviancy in recitation were
also moderately correlated with accountability, overlapping, and valence and challenge arousal.
The best predictor of seatwork involvement was seatwork variety and challenge.
Emmer and Peck (1973) conducted a factor analysis of five classroom observation
instruments to identify relationships among dimensions of teacher behavior in the classroom
across the observation systems. Eleven dimensions emerged from the final factor analysis:
teacher-initiated problem solving, restrictive versus expansive teaching, pupil presentation of
ideas, negative affect, teacher presentation versus pupil recitation, divergent versus convergent
evaluative teacher behavior, teacher-controlling behavior, teacher support for correct response,
self-referent pupil questions, teacher openness, and pupil responsiveness. The resulting factors
produced 12 rating scales that covered hundreds of discrete teacher behaviors and were used in
later studies (Brophy et al., 1975; Brophy & Evertson, 1974b).
Brophy and Evertson (1974a) continued Kounin’s (1970) line of inquiry to further
examine teaching variables and their ability to produce student gains. Their study observed
teachers with established records of producing student learning gains based on standardized
achievement tests. The authors found that measures of teacher classroom management skills are
most strongly related to student learning gains, and that techniques of effective teaching differ
for high socio-economic status (SES) classrooms and low SES classrooms. Those teachers who
monitored the classroom regularly and exhibited skills of overlapping and with-itness were most
successful as they were able to prevent or quickly address problems as they arose. High SES
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classrooms had greater learning gains when teachers used indirect teaching, included student
ideas, and encouraged frequent interaction between students. Low SES classrooms benefited
from frequent teacher talk with less student talk, frequent practice of skills with feedback from
the teacher, and pacing in small steps with frequent repetition.
Brophy and Good (1986) found, through their comprehensive review of process-product
research, that consistent teacher effects included quantity and pacing of instruction that placed a
significant amount of time on academic activities; active teaching rather than students working
on their own; use of small group teaching in beginning reading instruction and when classes are
very heterogeneous; structuring of information, soliciting questions, and providing feedback; and
providing meaningful seatwork and homework assignments to give students practice
opportunities.
R. S. Soar and R. M. Soar (1976, 1987) reviewed research on teacher effectiveness as
measured through low-inference observation tools. The authors found that negative teacher
affect was negatively related to student gains in academic achievement measures, while positive
affect did not have a significant relationship with achievement. They also found that teachers
who provided classroom structure yet with some student freedom and initiative had students who
gained in academic measures. The authors found a curvilinear relationship between student
achievement gains and teacher control of student freedom regarding subject matter and thinking.
Greater student gains happened at an intermediate level of teacher control, while gains decreased
with very little or very rigid teacher control. Another curvilinear relationship was found related
to student gains and the level of teacher structuring and setting limits. Student gains indicated
that as concepts became more abstract, students needed greater degrees of student freedom.
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A comparison of two meta-analyses of previous research (Fraser, Walberg, Welch, &
Hattie, 1987; Scheerens & Bosker, 1997) indicated common effective teaching components
included processes such as reinforcement, feedback, cooperative learning, mastery learning and
learning time, and adaptive instruction. These were the primary processes of teaching that had
been studied through research on the process-product model. In their meta-analysis of research,
Seidel and Shavelson (2007) found that effective teaching and learning components included
time for learning, organization of learning, goal setting and orientation, execution of learning
activities, evaluation of learning, and regulation and monitoring.
Classroom management process-product research. Evertson, Emmer, and colleagues
have contributed to the classroom management literature with multiple studies examining
effective teaching practices that support student outcomes. Emmer, Evertson, and Anderson
(1980) conducted a study in 28 third grade classrooms to examine effective classroom
management practices through preparation and organization from the beginning of the year.
Through detailed observations, the authors found that effective teachers began the year with
providing information about the teacher and students, and introduced procedures and routines
gradually over the first week of school. Effective teachers described and modeled expected
behaviors and arranged for students to practice the procedures and get feedback. The teachers
formally taught key procedures, just as academic content was taught. The teachers demonstrated
behaviors in three main clusters: conveying purposefulness by maximizing learning time and
holding students accountable for completing work on time; teaching students appropriate
conduct for both classroom management and learning-related behaviors; and maintaining
students’ attention, through careful monitoring of student engagement and use of refocusing
strategies.
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In later studies, Evertson, Emmer, and their colleagues turned to training teachers in
effective classroom management techniques to increase student engagement in activities without
undermining classroom climate (Evertson, 1985; Evertson, Emmer, Sandford, & Clements,
1983). Teachers were trained through the use of manuals summarizing research findings on
effective management strategies, and were provided instruction in implementing the
recommended practices. Results showed that in classrooms taught by teachers who participated
in the training at the beginning of the year, inappropriate student behavior and off-task student
behavior were significantly lower, and students were significantly more engaged in appropriate
tasks (Evertson et al., 1983). Teachers who received training at mid-year experienced only
modest changes in teacher behavior and no changes in student behavior. The authors proposed
that success at the beginning of the year could be attributed to the salience of the training and the
ability of teachers to set up classroom patterns with students from the beginning.
Gettinger and Kohler (2006) reviewed process-product research linking classroom
processes to student performance. Their review of the literature synthesized key findings related
to effective teaching and classroom management. The classroom management variables
identified as promoting positive behavior and learning achievement were: classroom rules, taught
systematically, stated positively, and enforced consistently; smooth transitions between
activities, foreshadowed and signaled to students, and actively structured; beginning-of-year
management activities, taught explicitly during the first weeks of school; efficient use of learning
time; monitoring student performance across the entire classroom and among individual
students; and communicating awareness of the classroom behavior, or Kounin’s (1970) quality
of with-itness. The identified instructional variables correlated with student achievement were:
teacher-directed learning, including instructional clarity, academic focus, and accountability for

32

student learning; high levels of active student involvement or responding, including discussion,
group problem-solving, cooperative learning, and teacher-directed questioning and answering;
guided student practice to promote success, including multiple and varied opportunities to apply
new knowledge and re-teaching; flexible instruction to match student needs; cooperative learning
strategies; incorporation of humor and enthusiasm into teaching; and use of motivational
strategies that foster goal orientation, including task demonstrations and thinking out loud, and
modeling persistence when faced with temporary failure. Gettinger and Kohler (2006) pointed
out that “the most effective classroom teaching features a balanced mix of research-based
instructional methods and learning tasks” (p. 89). They cautioned against a one-size-fits-all
approach, as process-product research is influenced by context variables such as student social
class, ability level, grade level, and subject matter. In order to be effective, teachers must select
a variety of methods and strategies that match the characteristics of students, as well as the
content to be taught and the type of learning involved (Gettinger & Kohler, 2006).
Self-efficacy and expectations research. Other studies have looked at self-efficacy and
academic optimism as specific constructs related to teacher effectiveness. Gibson and Dembo's
(1984) study of teacher efficacy found that the construct is multidimensional and that teacher
efficacy may influence certain patterns of classroom behavior known to yield achievement gains.
Beard, W. K. Hoy, and A. W. Hoy (2010) found that teachers who experienced self-efficacy and
trust in students and parents, and who emphasized academics, were more likely to have a sense
of academic optimism, which was also correlated with the teacher's perception of an enabling
school structure.
Stronge (2007) and Rubie-Davies et al. (2012) discussed how teacher expectations of
students in early grades influence students' later school adjustment outcomes, such as
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engagement, attendance, and academic success. Such research harkens back to Rosenthal and
Jacobson’s (1963) study on creating teacher expectancy, where teachers were told that the
students assigned to their classrooms were entering a high achievement year, though the students
were, in fact, randomly assigned to classrooms. There were marked gains in IQ scores for the
students identified as ready for high achievement, but only in the first and second grades. No
significant gains were found for older students.
Brophy and Good (1970) conducted a study of four first grade classrooms to measure
teacher expectations of student performance through observation of teacher behaviors and
student behaviors of the six highest ranking children and the six lowest ranking children (three
boys and three girls in each category) as rated by the teacher in each classroom. The study found
that teachers demanded higher performance from students for which teachers had the highest
expectations, and were more likely to reinforce this performance through praise. Teachers were
also more likely to accept lower performance from students for whom they had lower
expectations. High performance for these students occurred less frequently, and was less likely
to be praised.
José and Cody (1971) conducted a partial replication study of Rosenthal and Jacobsen’s
(1963) study to see if findings were consistent. They randomly selected 18 teachers and 144 first
and second grade students from public elementary schools, and assigned equal numbers of male
and female students to the experimental group and to the control group. All students were given
standardized reading and mathematics tests, and the teacher was observed to identify baseline
verbal and non-verbal behavior. The teachers were given information that the experimental
group children in their class had scored high on a test, so they could be expected to perform
highly in the future. Through a factor analysis of standardized test scores and IQ scores, it was
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found that no significant improvement in student performance occurred for students in the
treatment group over the control group. Only seven of the teachers stated they had expected
more from the identified students, and four of these teachers felt the children had shown
improvement. However, the students in these four classrooms actually showed less improvement
on standardized test scores than the control students. There were also no statistically significant
differences in observed teacher behaviors in any of the classrooms. These study results did not
support the findings from Rosenthal and Jacobsen.
In another study (Hughes, Gleason, & Zhang, 2005), it was found that “teachers'
perceptions of children's achievement, whether accurate or not, affect students' grades and scores
on standardized tests” (p. 304). The authors also found that high student achievement leads to
higher expectations, which had a recursive effect of affecting the teacher-student relationship
more positively, leading to higher student achievement. The relationship between teacher
expectations and student achievement appears to have a reciprocal influence, rather than one
being the cause and the other an effect.
Rubie-Davies (2007) observed 12 primary teachers from eight schools who were
identified as having significantly higher or lower expectations for their students than
achievement tests indicated. The teachers were sorted into three groups: high expectation, low
expectation, and average progress, and were observed twice during the year while conducting
reading lessons. There were differences in both instructional strategies and the classroom
environment among the three groups of teachers. The author found that high expectation
teachers spent more time providing a framework for student learning, provided more feedback to
students, used more higher-order questions, and managed student behavior more positively. Low
expectation teachers spent more time making procedural statements than teaching statements.
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There was no difference across groups in use of positive and negative statements for managing
student behavior.
In later studies, Rubie-Davies, Rosenthal, and colleagues examined the impact of
intervention in teacher expectations on student achievement. Rubie-Davies, Peterson, Sibley,
and Rosenthal (2015) randomly assigned 84 teachers from 12 schools to intervention and control
groups. The intervention group participated in four workshops where they were presented with
instructional practices and strategies of high expectation teachers. The group planned practices
based on the workshops to introduce to their classrooms, and the researchers observed the
classrooms three times to ensure fidelity of implemented changes. Student achievement was
measured through reading and mathematics standardized tests. Students who were taught by
teachers in the intervention group showed significantly greater achievement gains of about 28
percent in mathematics over students in the control group classrooms. There was no difference
in the reading achievement scores of students. Rubie-Davies and Rosenthal (2016) conducted a
follow-up meta-analysis of teachers across schools, grade levels, and student demographic
variables to evaluate the results of intervention in teacher expectations on student mathematics
achievement. The authors found that across all categories, students of teachers in the
intervention group showed significant gains in mathematics achievement, supporting the findings
from the earlier study.
Frameworks of effective teaching. Padron and Waxman (1999) studied the Five
Standards of Effective Teaching developed by the Center for Research on Education, Diversity,
and Excellence at the University of California-Berkeley. These standards are (a) joint productive
activity, teachers and students producing activities and outcomes together; (b) developing
language and literacy across the curriculum; (c) making meaning by connecting learning to
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students’ lives; (d) teaching complex thinking; and (e) teaching through conversation. The
authors found that teachers who used the Standards at a moderate or slight use rate had better
outcomes in student learning, perceptions of ability, cohesion, and on-task behavior than in
classrooms that did not use the Standards at all. They also found that none of the classrooms
observed used the Standards extensively.
Stronge et al.’s (2007) study found that effective teachers used more instructional
differentiation and more complex instruction, and were more organized with higher behavioral
expectations for students and fewer classroom disruptions. Hairrell et al. (2011) found that the
higher a teacher was in fidelity to the instructional materials and in quality of delivery, the higher
student scores were, specific to reading comprehension, vocabulary development, and literacy
content knowledge. Both classroom management and specific instructional strategies were
shown to be important aspects of effectiveness through these studies.
Hamre et al. (2013) proposed and examined the Teaching through Interactions framework
comprised of emotional, organizational, and instructional domains in teaching. The framework
operationalized effective teaching as observable interactions between students and teachers in the
classroom. The Teaching through Interactions framework proposed a three-factor model to
organize teacher-student interactions that are hypothesized to be important for student learning
and social development. The Emotional Support domain included the dimensions of Positive
Climate, Negative Climate, Teacher Sensitivity, Regard for Student Perspectives, and
Overcontrol. The Classroom Organization domain included Behavior Management,
Productivity, Instructional Learning Formats, and Classroom Chaos as its dimensions. The third
domain, Instructional Support, included the dimensions of Concept Development, Quality of
Feedback, Language Modeling, and Richness of Instructional Methods. The authors used the
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Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS; Pianta et al., 2008) as the observational tool to
assess these domains and dimensions of interactions. The framework showed the strongest fit of
all the models examined through ten observational studies, confirming that the proposed threedomain model could be a valid model of effective teaching.
Overall, two major findings emerged from these studies. Teachers who used a variety of
instructional practices, including small and large group instruction and differentiated instruction
(Stronge et al., 2007), along with high quality materials were more likely to be effective (Hairrell
et al., 2011), when teacher effectiveness is defined by ability to impact student academic
outcomes. Teachers with strong classroom management skills, the ability to build relationships
with children, and the ability to stop challenging behavior before it escalates experienced fewer
disruptions and were more effective in producing student learning gains (Brophy & Evertson,
1974a; Kounin, 1970; Hamre et al., 2013). These findings demonstrate the importance of the
inclusion of both cognitive (instructional strategies) and affective (classroom management,
building relationships) aspects of teaching in identifying effective teachers. Future measures of
teacher effectiveness would benefit from addressing both cognitive and affective aspects that
contribute to effectiveness, as found in the literature.
Affective qualities of teacher effectiveness. Most empirical inquiry on teacher
effectiveness has primarily targeted a narrow aspect of teaching such as an academic subject
area, the results of student learning gains in the same narrow areas, or instructional strategies that
impact these academic gains. This focus on cognitive aspects of teaching has supported the
importance of content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, and instructional strategies in teacher
effectiveness. However, a review of the literature also indicates that affective aspects of teaching
are equally important in determining effectiveness. Several predictors of teacher effectiveness
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have been examined that look beyond student achievement in traditional academic subjects such
as mathematics and reading: attitudes toward teaching (Bunting, 1981; Englehart et al., 2012;
Kyriakides et al., 2002; Pianta et al., 2005); qualities that support affective outcomes in students
(Croninger, Valli, & Chambliss, 2012; Darling-Hammond et al., 1983); teacher behaviors that
predict student achievement (Kyriakides, 2005); and teacher affect (Watson, Miller, Davis, &
Carter, 2010). As we expect students to learn 21st Century skills (Partnership for 21st Century
Skills, 2011), teachers need to be effective in more than content knowledge and instructional
strategies.
Bunting (1981) discussed the empirical link between teacher attitudes and their behavior
in the classroom. When teachers have high expectations for students and student engagement,
and hold a belief that the teacher's role is to help students derive maximum meaning, teachers are
more likely to have engaging instructional practices and stronger relationships with students
(Bunting, 1981; Rubie-Davies, 2007; Rubie-Davies et al., 2015). In addition to teacher attitudes,
Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) discussed the need to redefine desirable student outcomes and
what teaching behaviors are deemed effective:
Some research suggests that desirable affective outcomes of education—independence,
curiosity, and positive attitudes toward school, teachers, and self—seem to result from
teaching behaviors that are different from those prescribed for increasing student
achievement on standardized tests of cognitive skills. (p. 296)
Kyriakides et al. (2002) made the point even more strongly for the need to examine teacher
attitudes and their relation to teacher effectiveness: “It is argued that teachers' own beliefs about
and attitudes to teaching and the subject they teach are more important than immediately
observable behaviours” (p. 298).
Another study (Kyriakides, 2005) made the case that teacher behaviors predict student
achievement, in line with Darling-Hammond et al.'s (1983) work. This study discussed the
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evolution of the evaluation of teacher effectiveness, first examining teacher personal traits,
characteristics, and experience; then examining specific instructional methods that impact
student achievement; and finally examining teacher interpersonal behaviors such as creating a
supportive and business-like classroom climate, ability to establish strong relationships with
students, and holding high expectations for students. The author developed a questionnaire to
measure student perceptions of teacher behavior and conducted validity and reliability analyses
for the questionnaire. The questionnaire examined research-informed areas of teacher behavior
such as classroom management, lesson pacing, giving information, asking questions, and
providing feedback; and classroom climate measures including items such as the teacher’s ability
to establish positive relationships with students and teacher expectations of students. The student
ratings of teachers were then analyzed to determine if there was a relationship between teacher
behaviors and student achievement gains, looking at both effects of student background variables
such as prior knowledge, gender, and socio-economic status, and teacher behavior effects as
measured by the initial questionnaire. Results showed that ratings of teacher behaviors by
students were highly correlated with the cognitive and affective outcomes of the students
themselves. The author concluded that student ratings could be a more practical method of
measuring teacher effectiveness than value-added models. Student ratings on the questionnaire
indicated that students perceived teacher interpersonal behavior, such as building relationships
with students, as an important aspect of teacher effectiveness. This suggests that further research
on teacher interpersonal behavior could establish a valid theoretical framework on which to
develop teacher evaluation systems.
Pianta et al. (2005) discussed how positive caregiver attitudes predicted more positive
behavior on the part of both caregivers and children based on observed teacher-student
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interactions in 238 pre-Kindergarten classrooms across six states. The authors shared that while
limited research has been conducted on the attitudes of teachers of young children, “the child
care literature, as well as the parenting literature, makes a compelling case for including them in
a comprehensive analysis of the predictors of process quality” (p. 148). Traditionally, teacher
knowledge and cognitive skills are assessed through licensure exams prior to entry into the
teaching profession. However, Englehart et al. (2012) noted that teacher values, attitudes, and
beliefs about children are usually not assessed in a parallel process prior to entering teaching. In
their mixed-methods study measuring teacher dispositions, they found that these affective
qualities of teaching can be effectively measured, and they become a significant component of
teacher effectiveness through identifying areas of weakness that can be improved through
targeted professional development.
Croninger et al. (2012) discussed the multidimensional and complex nature of effective
teaching, and asserted that it should be studied through a variety of strategies that provide
multiple and complementary data points. The authors examined a five-year study of
mathematics and reading instruction in fourth and fifth grade classrooms in one large school
district. The study examined student achievement scores in the two subject areas, as well as
educational policies and organizational factors within the district that could support and sustain
effective teaching over time. The study also investigated daily lessons through observations and
time sampling and conducted interviews and focus groups with teachers and principals. The
authors found that quality teaching has several outcomes, encompassing both content and
instructional strategies, and in the development of the classroom and individual students: it
promotes content learning, develops cognitive skills, motivates student engagement, addresses
individual needs of students, and creates inclusive and successful learning environments.
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The impact of positive relationships between teachers and students has consistently been
shown to increase student engagement and motivation (Brekelmans et al., 2002; Bryan, 2014;
Bunting, 1981; Cooper & Miness, 2014; Doumen et al., 2012; Klem & Connell, 2004; Košir &
Tement, 2014; Nichols & Zhang, 2011). Holding high expectations for students and their
achievement has also received much attention in the teacher effectiveness literature (Georgiou et
al., 2002; Good & Brophy, 2007; Nespor, 1987; Popp, Grant, & Stronge, 2011; Rubie-Davies et
al., 2012; Stronge, 2007). I discuss both teacher-student relationships and teacher expectations at
greater length in later sections of this chapter.
Teacher affect is closely related to student-teacher relationships, and has been shown to
predict teacher effectiveness, both in terms of student achievement gains and in broader areas of
student outcomes including self-esteem, self-efficacy, and academic motivation. Watson et al.
(2010) defined teacher affect as a set of characteristics: cooperative, democratic attitudes;
kindness and consideration for students; patience; love for children; love of learning; enthusiasm;
communication skills; fairness; motivational attitudes; willingness to use a variety of strategies;
respect; and good listening. Teachers themselves overwhelmingly place teacher affect at the top
of effective teaching qualities (Watson et al., 2010). Popp et al. (2011) also stated that teachers
identify affective characteristics such as caring, dedicated, motivating, encouraging, nurturing,
supportive, and respectful as those of highly effective teachers.
Two publications (Kunter, Frenzel, Nagy, Baumert, & Pekrun, 2011; Vartuli, 2005)
observed correlations between teacher enthusiasm, both for their subject and for teaching in
general, and teacher effectiveness. Vartuli’s (2005) review of literature on teacher beliefs and
teacher effectiveness found willingness to experiment and fostering a supportive classroom
climate to be key variables in teacher effectiveness. Kunter et al.’s (2011) study found that
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teaching enthusiasm was a main predictor of teaching success. Muller (2001), Noddings (2005),
and Stronge (2007) all emphasized the importance of teacher caring in predicting effectiveness
and student achievement based on their reviews of the literature.
The literature on teacher effectiveness previously discussed shows that while effective
teaching includes content knowledge, pedagogical knowledge, teaching experience, professional
certification, and overall academic ability, teacher quality also needs to include affective
characteristics of teachers. After intensive review of research on teacher evaluation, and
reflection on her career as a scholar of teacher quality, Darling-Hammond (2013) concluded that
teacher quality is the number one predictor of student achievement. Teacher-student
relationships, skills related to classroom management and the development of classroom climate,
and teacher attitudes and beliefs also have a strong impact on teacher effectiveness in relation to
student outcomes. I turn now to a discussion of these important affective aspects of effective
teaching.
Teacher-student relationships. The important role of teacher-student relationships in
supporting student outcomes as a result of effective teaching has been extensively studied.
According to Marzano (2012), “The teacher-student relationship is prominently positioned in the
theory and research regarding student behavior” (p. 16). Much of the research on student-teacher
relationships has focused on the instructional components of the relationship, and the link
between these aspects and standardized achievement gains (Brekelmans et al., 2002; Klem &
Connell, 2004; Pianta et al., 2012). Research has shown that teachers who care about their
students and who build positive relationships with students are more effective in affecting
student outcomes including both academic achievement and affective areas such as motivation,
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self-esteem, and positive adjustment to school (Ang, 2005; Cooper & Miness, 2014; Hargreaves,
2000).
Kyriakides et al. (2002) reported that organizational aspects of schools are preconditions
for effective teaching, but that the quality of interactions between teachers and students is what
primarily determines students' academic progress. Student engagement and motivation increase
when there are strong, positive teacher-student relationships in place (Bryan, 2014; Cooper &
Miness, 2014; Klem & Connell, 2004; Kyriakides et al., 2002; Nichols & Zhang, 2011; Pianta et
al., 2012). A strong relationship is also correlated with higher levels of student on-task behavior
(Clunies-Ross et al., 2008). Student engagement has been shown to impact academic outcomes
such as higher attendance and better grades (Clunie-Ross et al., 2008; Hughes, 2011), and “is a
key factor in the prevention of school failure” (Doumen et al., 2012, p. 63).
Hamre et al. (2008) identified several components of teacher-student relationships:
individual personalities, temperaments, and beliefs; interactions between individuals; and the
larger classroom or school context. They pointed out dimensions of these relationships as
primarily composed of supports, such as closeness; and stressors, such as conflict. Hughes
(2011) developed a similar model, where the teacher-student relationship is composed of “a
supportive dimension (i.e., close, warm, accepting) and a conflict dimension with some measures
identifying a third dimension of dependency or intimacy” (p. 40). Doumen et al. (2012) used the
same dimensional model, with slightly different definitions of each dimension: “Young
children's relationships with teachers have three affective dimensions: the degree of closeness
(warm interactions and open communication); conflict (discordance and negativity); and
dependency (child clinginess and overreliance on the teacher)” (pp. 61-62).
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Leitão and Waugh (2012) stated, “Effective teachers are those who, in addition to being
skilled at teaching, are attuned to the human dimension of classroom life and foster positive
relationships with their students” (p. 404). These authors noted a gap in research examining the
social and emotional aspects of teacher-student relationships. They developed a questionnaire
for teachers to complete on their relationships with five students, resulting in a total of 139
completed questionnaires. A Rasch analysis was completed on the questionnaires to develop a
linear measure of teacher-student relationships examining connectedness with students,
availability to students, and communication with students. The results of the study indicated that
such measures of teacher-student relationships could be valuable in understanding teachers’
views of their relationships with students. However, the study was limited by its small sample
size, and the authors recommended that more research be conducted in this area.
Closeness. Newberry and Davis (2008) described student perceptions of closeness as “a
feeling of belonging to the class... and being accepted by the teacher and peers” (p. 1967). For
close relationships to occur, students and teachers must develop shared interests and shared
understandings of each other. “Teachers who care are viewed as cultivating closeness without
necessarily expecting, or requiring, reciprocity from their students” (p. 1967). Gallagher et al.
(2013) stated that “Closeness in the relationship refers to the extent of warm, reciprocal
interactions, with the student turning to the teacher for comfort in times of stress” (p. 521).
Children with close relationships to their teachers perform better on social and academic
indicators of success, and these teacher-student relationships may mediate associations between
child, family, and classroom factors and academic success (Gallagher et al., 2013).
A component of closeness is teacher immediacy, defined by Brekelmans et al. (2002) as
“That communication which enhances closeness to one another... and includes behaviors that
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indicate approachability, signal availability for communication, and increase sensory stimulation
and interpersonal warmth and closeness” (p. 79). Brekelmans et al. (2002) adapted a twodimensional model to examine interpersonal teacher behavior based on Influence, with
dominance and submission being the end points on the continuum; and Proximity, with
opposition and cooperation as the end points. They found that teachers who were more likely to
show cooperative and teacher immediacy behaviors with students while maintaining a wellstructured, pleasant, and task-oriented environment were more likely to have students with
higher test scores.
Caring. Closely related to the dimension of closeness, but discussed extensively in the
literature as a distinct characteristic of the teacher-student relationship, is the concept of caring.
Muller (2001) found that students emphasize the importance of feeling that their teachers
genuinely care about their progress. Noddings (2005) discussed caring as a relation rather than a
virtue. It is characterized by attentiveness to the cared-for; and mutuality within the relationship,
where both the individual doing the caring and the cared-for individual contribute and receive.
By providing students with caring relationships, teachers affirm students' positive behaviors and
facilitate “the growth of students as healthy, competent, moral people” (Noddings, 2005, p. 10).
Cooper and Miness (2014) built on Noddings' ideas, stating that “caring relationships lead to
interpersonal trust and are the basis for moral and individualized education” (p. 264).
Agne et al. (1994) studied teachers who had won Teacher of the Year awards and found
that these teachers were significantly more likely to have a “belief system whose fundamental
orientation may be characterized as caring” (p. 149). This was found to be the best predictor of
effective teaching. Muller (2001) found that effective teachers genuinely care about and
continue to provide support and access to students even when other teachers might give up in
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frustration. Ang (2005) described caring as showing a personal interest in interpersonal
interactions with students, and found that “students described caring teachers as those who
provided constructive rather than harsh and critical feedback, as well as those who possessed
adaptive communication styles free from yelling and interrupting” (p. 59). Cooper and Miness
(2014) defined caring as “the teacher's concern for students' wellbeing, and we position care as
an orientation that teachers hold toward students and that they express through various actions
and dispositions” (p. 267).
A key component of the caring orientation is relatedness, which Cooper and Miness
(2014) posited is fundamental to positive student outcomes such as engagement, motivation,
persistence, and academic achievement. Relatedness is defined as “the need for belonging and
for secure interpersonal connection” (p. 266). Students who are satisfied with their teacherstudent relationships describe their teachers as caring and likeable, but when they are
dissatisfied, they interpret “the lack of personal connection as lack of care” (p. 275).
Conflict. Just as positive teacher-student relationships are correlated with positive
student outcomes, those relationships characterized by conflict are correlated with negative
outcomes. Ang (2005) found that “conflict, absence of nurturance, and critical and negative
feedback adversely affected students' school adjustment and classroom functioning” (p. 59).
Similarly, Hamre et al. (2008) found that children who were more aggressive toward teachers
and peers were more likely to form negative relationships with teachers. They went on to say
that students who experience chronic conflict with teachers are at risk of developing a variety of
social and academic problems.
Conflict is defined differently from the valuable teaching quality of challenging students
to grow through stretching their thinking. Vygotsky (1978) developed the concept of scaffolding
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learning by describing the Zone of Proximal Development, where student learning can be
stretched beyond what the student could achieve independently through the support and guidance
from collaboration with teachers. This element of challenge in the teacher-student relationship is
more aligned to the concepts of closeness and caring previously discussed.
Gallagher et al. (2013) described conflict in the teacher-student relationship to be the
“degree to which teacher and student struggle, expressing anger and frustration in interactions”
(p. 521). They found that a teacher's assessment of student problem behavior accounts for more
than half of the variance in relational conflict with that student. How teachers perceive their
students impacts the quality of the teacher-student relationship. The authors also found that
when teachers felt that young students were aggressive or lacked social competence, the teacherstudent interactions were less supportive.
Teachers report feelings of stress and frustration when working with challenging students
(Hargreaves, 2000; Yoon, 2002). Yoon (2002) found that teacher stress affects not only the
teacher’s general attitude toward teaching, but also negatively influences teacher-student
relationships. Teacher stress was significantly correlated with negative affect, low self-efficacy,
and negative relationships (Yoon, 2002). Disruptive, aggressive, and resistant students are a
significant source of stress for teachers, and teacher interactions with these students tend to be
critical and punitive in nature. “These students do not receive predictable feedback from
teachers following desirable behaviors, whereas they consistently receive reprimands after
undesired classroom behaviors” (Yoon, 2002, p. 487). Flook, Goldberg, Pinger, Bonus, and
Davidson (2013) also found that stress impacts teachers' ability to be responsive and effective in
the classroom.
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Several empirical studies demonstrate that interventions through teacher professional
development could have a positive impact on teacher interactions with students, and in creating a
positive classroom environment. Several studies (Percy, 1990; Pianta et al., 2012; Popp et al.,
2011; Talvio et al., 2013) all found that with intervention and support, teachers could learn to
improve their interactions with students and create a more positive classroom climate. Percy
(1990) used the Teacher Effectiveness Training model to support teachers' skill development in
listening, assertiveness, and conflict resolution. Popp et al. (2011) conducted a case study on
teachers who had won state or national awards, and found that teachers who changed their
instruction practices to meet the needs of learners were more effective. Pianta et al. (2012)
implemented the Classroom Assessment Scoring System to observe teachers and provide
feedback on several dimensions of teacher-student relationships and classroom climate, so the
teachers could make changes to their practice. Talvio et al. (2013) also used the Teacher
Effectiveness Training model to help teachers develop social and emotional awareness strategies
in order to improve school performance and psychological wellbeing of students. With support
and professional development resources, teachers can improve their affective dimensions of
classroom behavior to support student outcomes. However, such interventions can be costly and
difficult for teachers to access. Developing low-cost options that are easy to access and assist
teachers in making changes in their behavior should be a focus of individualized professional
development for teachers.
Hargreaves (2000) discussed the idea of emotional labor, where teachers “feel they are
masking or manufacturing their emotions to suit the purposes of others” (p. 814). Teachers often
feel the need to act in a professional way to control conflict with students, and to act in equitable
ways toward students for whom they do not feel a natural affinity (Newberry & Davis, 2008).
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“Teachers described how some of their relationships required more work to feel close or to have
influence [with students] while others came effortlessly” (Newberry & Davis, 2008, p. 1975).
This was echoed by Košir and Tement (2014), who found that part of teachers' emotional work is
“to regulate negative emotions toward students and express positive emotions that would not
arise spontaneously” (p. 424).
Classroom management and climate. The emotional work of teachers extends beyond
their own emotional awareness, affecting both the management of the classroom and the
classroom climate. Chang and Muñoz (2006) reviewed social and psychological theories about
motivation and found a relationship between these and fostering a caring classroom community.
School personnel have been shown to be the critical component to developing a caring,
nurturing, and supportive environment within schools.
Classroom management covers multiple components of the classroom, from the room
arrangement and creation of routines, to the guidance strategies used and teaching students how
the learning environment is organized (Stronge, 2007). Putman (2013) defined classroom
management as “such aspects as the physical organization of the classroom, the rules, routines,
and procedures implemented, and the consequences for misbehavior” (p. 422). Most of the focus
of classroom management in teaching literature and professional development opportunities is
aimed at guiding and managing student behavior.
Management of student behavior falls into two categories: proactive and reactive
(Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gartrell, 2011). Proactive management prevents unwanted classroom
behavior before it starts, usually through strategies such as room arrangement, teacher awareness
and positioning, engaging instructional practices, praise and encouragement, and the creation of
classroom rules and routines. Reactive management intervenes in response to an existing
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undesired behavior, and ranges from low-level interventions such as proximity and body
language cues to high-level interventions such as meting out disciplinary consequences (Gartrell,
2011; Good & Brophy, 2007). Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) found that “teachers predominantly
use positive responses for academic behaviors and negative responses for social behaviors” (p.
696) and that teacher stress was predicted by the use of reactive management strategies. Student
engagement is also linked to effective classroom management (Brekelmans et al., 2002; Bryan,
2014; Kyriakides et al., 2002; Nichols & Zhang, 2011).
K. M. Evans (1966) found that a desirable classroom atmosphere is cooperative, with
“intense interest in the work of the day” (p. 135) and has a permissive feel that supports security,
the “freedom to think, act, and speak one's mind with mutual respect for the feelings, rights, and
abilities of others” (p. 135). Percy (1990) found that the most important factors in classroom
climate are teacher empathy, rapport, and personal interactions with students, linking climate to
the teacher-student relationship. Kyriakides (2005) stated that the classroom environment should
be businesslike yet also supportive, with teachers who have high expectations of students and
who establish positive relationships with students to create a learning environment of mutual
respect. Classrooms with teachers who focused more on positive relationships and student
empowerment were found to be motivating classrooms where “students and their ability to learn
[were] better served in a supportive environment where student engagement is augmented by
self-motivation and self-regulation” (Nichols & Zhang, 2011, p. 230).
Classroom environments that support student autonomy have been found to benefit
students academically. Bozack, Vega, McCaslin, and Good (2008) found that teachers can foster
autonomy in eight ways: listening carefully, creating opportunities for students to work in their
own way, creating opportunities for students to talk, arranging learning materials and seating so

51

that students are actively engaged in the learning process, offering encouragement, giving hints
and praising mastery and progress, replying to student questions in a satisfying way, and
acknowledging students’ perspectives (p. 2395). When teachers empower students to develop
control over their own lives, students are more likely to be engaged in the classroom and in their
own learning (Bryan, 2014).
The affective aspects of teacher effectiveness discussed in this section are critical
components that should be included when measuring teacher effectiveness. While empirical
studies have been conducted to include these dimensions, especially the dimension of teacherstudent relationships, these dimensions are not consistently included in typical measures of
effectiveness. The literature has established the importance of these aspects in affecting
desirable student outcomes such as academic motivation, student engagement, student selfesteem and self-efficacy, and positive dispositions toward school. These student outcomes, in
turn, directly impact academic learning gains and support students in having a positive learning
experience that engages 21st Century skills valued beyond the classroom.
Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs
The above sections have primarily covered teacher behaviors that lead to effective
teaching and positive student outcomes. Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) argued that “if our
purpose and intent are to change the practices of those who teach, it is necessary to come to grips
with the subjectively reasonable beliefs of teachers” (p. 174). They continued on to say that if
we give “full weight to teachers' beliefs and intentions in assessing what they do... [we can
guide] them in the formation of alternative beliefs about useful courses of action” (p. 314). I turn
now to research on teacher attitudes and beliefs.
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Interestingly, the literature on this topic was split over two time periods. Much of the
foundational research and theory on teacher attitudes and beliefs was published in the 1960s
through the mid-1990s (Agne et al., 1994; Ahluwalia, 1976; Ajzen, 1989; Bunting, 1981; Evans,
K. M., 1966; Nespor, 1987; Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1996). With the shift in focus of
educational research to teacher instructional practices and content knowledge, and the advent of
No Child Left Behind and hierarchical linear modeling to determine teacher variables that affect
student standardized achievement, almost no research on attitudes and beliefs was present for
nearly a decade.
The topic resurfaced as a viable area of study again in the mid-2000s (Englehart et al.,
2012; Putman, 2013; Rubie-Davies et al., 2012; Woolfolk Hoy, Davis, & Pape, 2006) and
continues to be a small, yet important, component of teacher effectiveness research. The second
wave of research on teacher attitudes and beliefs built on earlier research, and expanded it
through applying Bronfenbrenner’s ecological model as a lens for the research (Woolfolk Hoy et
al., 2006). The authors called for the placement of teacher beliefs in context of the whole of
teachers’ mental lives, linking changes in teachers’ beliefs and their impact on student outcomes
across the contexts of the ecological model. Englehart et al. (2012) asserted that affective
domains of teaching—teacher dispositions—need to be assessed in parallel with cognitive
domains of teacher knowledge and skills. Self-efficacy in teaching has been defined as the
beliefs a teacher holds in his or her ability to impact student outcomes (Putman, 2013; RubiesDavies et al., 2011) and has been shown to guide teacher behaviors that contribute to desired
student outcomes. These researchers all pointed to the importance of examining the relationships
between teacher attitudes and beliefs, teacher behavior, teacher characteristics, and impacts on
student outcomes in a more holistic context.
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Pajares (1992) defined beliefs as separate from knowledge in that beliefs have stronger
affective and evaluative components and typically operate subconsciously and independent from
the cognitive associations of knowledge. “Belief is based on evaluation and judgment;
knowledge is based on objective fact” (p. 313). Richardson (1996) stated that teacher attitudes
and beliefs are “important concepts in understanding teachers' thought processes, classroom
practices, change, and learning to teach” (p. 102). Vartuli (2005) echoed the important influence
teachers' belief systems have on their teaching practices, expectations for students, and the
decisions they make in classrooms.
Relationship between beliefs, attitudes, and behavior. Ajzen (1989) and Agne et al.
(1994) proposed a causal chain leading to teacher behavior. Ajzen's (1989) theory of planned
behavior posited that beliefs lead to attitudes, which then influence behavior. He described three
kinds of beliefs: “behavioral beliefs, which are assumed to influence attitudes toward the
behavior; normative beliefs, which constitute the underlying determinants of subjective normal;
and control beliefs which provide the basis for perceptions of behavioral control” (pp. 251-252).
Behavioral beliefs link a behavior to a specific outcome which results in either strengthening or
minimizing engagement in that behavior. Normative beliefs are based on the likelihood of a
positive or negative response to a behavior by other individuals or groups whose opinions are
valued. Control beliefs are those impacted by the perception of control over one’s behavior
based on the resources and opportunities one possesses.
An attitude is the individual's disposition to respond to a stimulus, either favorably or
unfavorably. According to Ajzen (1989), attitudes then lead to a behavior, which can be
observed. Agne et al. (1994) identified a similar causal chain specific to education: teacher
beliefs influence teacher behavior, which influences student behavior, and results in impacts on
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student achievement. Leitão and Waugh (2012) expanded on Ajzen's (1989) work, describing
the theory of reasoned action as “beliefs influence attitudes, attitudes influence intentions, and
intentions influence behavior” (p. 406).
Pajares (1992) identified a variety of teacher beliefs: self-efficacy, self-concept and selfesteem, attribution beliefs, locus of control, and subject-specific beliefs. Agne et al. (1994)
described the following four sets of teacher beliefs: self-efficacy (teachers' belief in their ability
to affect student learning); locus of control (the degree to which teachers believe their own
behavior determines events affecting their lives); pupil-control ideology (controlling, punitive,
impersonal, and mistrustful versus active interaction, close relationships, respect, positive,
flexible, and fostering independence); and teacher stress (perceptions of the nature and level of
stressors in their job).
Bunting (1981) described an “avalanche of research focusing on teacher expectations” (p.
559) that has strengthened the empirical link between teacher attitudes and teacher behavior.
Other research (Englehart et al., 2012) has established that teacher dispositions—the values,
attitudes, and beliefs teachers hold about children and teaching—form a major variable affecting
teacher effectiveness as long as they are effectively measured. When considering the
relationship between attitudes and behavior, Ajzen (1989) pointed out the issue of the degree of
correspondence between what we say (attitudes or beliefs) and what we do (behavior). While
there is certainly influence from beliefs and attitudes on behavior, the behavior itself does not
always match purported beliefs. Similarly, Englehart et al. (2012) cautioned that there can be “a
disconnect between teachers' conscious ideas related to teaching and their unconscious beliefs;
teachers may affirm certain beliefs but not act accordingly” (p. 28). Effective measurement of
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teacher beliefs can bring these beliefs into conscious awareness and lead to behavior change. I
discuss such measurement of teacher beliefs in a later section of this chapter.
Types of teacher beliefs. Georgiou et al. (2002) aligned with Pajares (1992) in pointing
out two important sets of beliefs. The first set comprises beliefs about children. “The most
important beliefs that teachers have about students are those that deal with the perceptions of the
causes of student behavior…. These beliefs, perceptions, attitudes, and expectations determine,
to a large extent, teacher behavior and teacher interaction patterns with students” (Georgiou et
al., 2002, p. 583). When teachers have high expectations for all students, they are more likely to
respond to student failure as a challenge and provide additional support or instruction to these
students. On the other hand, teachers with low student expectations are more likely to criticize
student failure, provide minimal feedback, and provide less wait time for students to answer a
question (Rubie-Davies, 2007; Rubie-Davies et al., 2011; Rubie-Davies et al., 2015).
The second set of beliefs described by Georgiou et al. (2002) is about teaching. Through
a review of the literature on attribution theory and teacher attributions of student achievement,
Georgiou et al. (2002) found “when a teacher believes that he or she has some control over
students' learning, the teacher is more responsible to make sure the student learns” (p. 584). In
an extensive review of the literature on teachers’ beliefs, Vartuli (2005) found that teachers with
strong beliefs of self-efficacy believe that all children are teachable. These teachers were willing
to try new teaching practices, spend extra time and effort with children, and foster greater student
autonomy. Through a longitudinal study of teacher-student relationships, Hamre et al. (2008)
found that when teachers believe they have an influence on students, they have stronger
classroom relationships with students. “Teachers' judgments about relationships with students
are fully embedded in their interactions in classroom settings and... function as an important
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marker” (p. 116) of student success in the classroom. The authors also stated that teachers who
have more authoritarian (controlling) attitudes were more likely to engage in behaviors that
promote classroom conflict.
Kyriakides et al. (2002) reviewed the research on teacher beliefs and teacher
effectiveness and found that “teachers' own beliefs about and attitudes toward teaching and the
subject they teach are more important than immediately observable behaviors” (p. 298). RubieDavies et al. (2012) used the Teachers' Sense of Efficacy Scale to measure mastery and
performance approaches to instruction. A mastery goal orientation considers learning to be an
active process where students fully engage in acquiring skills and knowledge. A performance
goal orientation is more focused on assessing student ability to achieve rather than the outcomes
of achievement. The authors found that teachers with low mastery beliefs considered learning an
individual process and were more likely to use instruction characterized by high teacher control,
while those with high mastery beliefs focused on understanding and improvement through
encouraging students, holding open discussions, and giving specific feedback.
Beliefs and teacher-student relationships. The literature on qualities of effective
teacher-student relationships was discussed in previous sections. Now I turn to an examination
of the literature on the relationship between teacher beliefs and the teacher-student relationship.
Teacher beliefs and attitudes are not formed in isolation. They are influenced by past
experiences of teaching, of children, and of teachers' own childrearing and educational
experiences. Nespor (1987) stated that we need to understand teachers’ beliefs about their work
in order to understand the act of teaching from the perspective of the teacher. Muller (2001)
pointed out several influential bodies of work that emphasize the importance of teacher attitudes
and behaviors in creating an academically productive relationship with students. These include
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Noddings' (1996) research on teacher caring, Ladson-Billings' (1994) research on effective
teachers, and Delpit's (1995) work on cultural sensitivity in teaching.
Hughes (2011) drew from attachment theory to comment on teacher-student
relationships:
It is postulated that teachers and students construct mental representations of their
relationship that guide their behavior and feelings in the relationship and interpretation of
relationship events. These mental representations reflect each participant's own early
care-giving experiences, prior experience with similar partners (e.g., past relationships
with other students or teachers), interactive behaviors and communication between the
relational partners, and the broader context in which these interactive behaviors occur. (p.
42)
Newberry and Davis (2008) cautioned that “if not monitored, these reactions can become
patterns of relations, or developed into habits, which perpetuate the model of judging, labeling,
and dealing with students based on past experiences with previous classes rather than beginning
fresh with each student” (p. 1984).
Changing teacher beliefs. Nespor (1987) asserted that in trying to change teachers'
beliefs it is necessary to help teachers “become reflexive and self-conscious of their beliefs and...
present objective data on the adequacy or validity of these beliefs. However, this can result in
transformations of teachers' beliefs and practices only if alternative or new beliefs are available
to replace the old” (p. 326). Mezirow (1991) discussed the process of perspective transformation
in his theory of transformative learning. A disorienting dilemma, such as reflection on the
inadequacy of current beliefs, can trigger changes in three dimensions: psychological (changes in
understanding of the self), convictional (revision of belief systems), and behavioral (changes in
lifestyle). Pajares (1992) also cautioned that “beliefs are unlikely to be replaced unless they
prove unsatisfactory, and they are unlikely to prove unsatisfactory unless they are challenged and
one is unable to assimilate them into existing conceptions” (p. 321). Another study (Reynolds et
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al., 2014) stated the need for “further concentration upon teaching and teachers, moving beyond
the historic focus upon only their behaviors to foci such as their attitudes and values, in which
may lie some of the 'levers' for changing their practices and behaviours” (p. 218).
Through self-reflection, teachers may notice times when their interactions do not reflect
the beliefs they hold about teaching and positive learning environments (Newberry & Davis,
2008; Richardson, 1996; Vartuli, 2005). Pajares (1992) found that staff development programs
are usually unsuccessful in bringing about attitude and belief change, but when teachers are
willing to try out a new procedure and find it successful in improving student achievement, they
frequently experience an attitude change. In order to effectively alter teacher beliefs and
attitudes, teachers need opportunities for self-reflection, discussion with colleagues about
potential new beliefs, and relevant professional development that directly ties into their
classroom practice. Validated measures for teachers to engage in such reflection are few and far
between. Several such measures will be discussed in future sections, but the field would benefit
from more current measures grounded in the teacher effectiveness literature. Next, I will discuss
the literature on measuring teacher effectiveness in general. Then I turn to a discussion of
existing measures of teacher attitudes and beliefs.
Measuring Teacher Effectiveness
Studies on the measurement of teacher effectiveness have tended to examine one of four
main topic areas. These are: teacher variables, qualities, or characteristics that contributed to
effectiveness in the classroom, as discussed in previous sections; evaluation of a specific tool or
model in measuring teacher effectiveness; teacher impact on student achievement gains, often
focusing on gains in literacy and mathematics; and how well students, principals, and/or trained
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observers could reliably evaluate teacher effectiveness. I turn now to a discussion on the latter
three topic areas.
Evaluating a particular instrument or model. Several studies have examined a
particular instrument, model, or framework for understanding teacher effectiveness (Hamre et
al., 2013; Padron & Waxman, 1999; Riner, 1991) as new tools have been developed in response
to the focus on highly effective teaching. Riner (1991) examined the use of the Teacher
Performance Appraisal Instrument (TPAI) by principals in evaluating effective teaching during
performance appraisal processes. While all eight functions of the TPAI were statistically
significant in predicting math achievement through direct instruction, none were predictive of
reading achievement, and the TPAI “falls short of its intended mark” (Riner, 1991, p. 25) as a
measure of teaching approaches necessary for student academic improvement. The conclusion
of the research was that instruments like the TPAI are “not likely to be valid predictors of
academic achievement gains across all subjects” (Riner, 1991, p. 26), and recommended that the
use of such instruments move beyond the single criterion of academic skill gains.
In Padron and Waxman’s (1999) research, the use of the Five Standards of Effective
Teaching framework by teachers was examined for impact on student outcomes. It was found
that the framework was not used extensively in any of the 16 classrooms observed. Classrooms
were grouped into moderate use of the standards, slight use of the standards, or no use of the
standards. When the standards were moderately used, students’ perception of their cohesion and
ability to read increased as well as perceiving classwork as less difficult. Students in these
classrooms were on task more frequently and disruptive behavior was lower than in classrooms
with slight or no use of the standards (Padron & Waxman, 1999). These findings mirrored the
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findings in studies on teacher qualities around classroom management (Brophy & Evertson,
1974a; Medley & Mitzel, 1959; Stronge et al., 2007).
Finally, Hamre et al. (2013) evaluated the fit of several models to observations of
classroom practices, with a focus on the three-domain Teaching through Interactions framework.
This framework suggests that teacher-student interactions are a central component of student
learning. The framework organizes teacher-student interactions into three domains: emotional,
organizational, and instructional. Tested against observational data in over 4,000 classrooms, the
Teaching through Interactions framework was found to be the best fit across multiple data sets,
and in comparison to alternative one- and two-domain models. Using this framework to evaluate
teacher effectiveness through the lens of teacher-student interactions was supported in initial
validity tests (Hamre et al., 2013).
Hamre et al.’s (2013) Teaching Through Interactions framework provides a strong model
of how to integrate both cognitive and affective dimensions of teaching, examined through the
lens of teacher-student interactions. However, the CLASS assessment and professional
development models used to implement this framework are quite costly and time consuming, and
require a significant investment of human resources to train observers and to provide targeted
professional development to teachers. Inconsistent use of instruments and tools, poorly trained
observers, and cumbersome frameworks can prevent the widespread implementation of measures
of teacher effectiveness. As discussed in previous sections, those measures and frameworks that
focus only on academic gains and cognitive aspects of teaching are ignoring the equally
important dimension of affective aspects, yet are much more studied in the literature due to the
ease of access to standardized achievement data.
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Evaluating the impact of teachers on student academic gains. While federal
legislation for teacher assessment does not mandate the specific or sole use of student
achievement data as a measurement tool, the use of standardized test score data is partially
driven by convenience. These data are readily available due to previous legislation, and “nonstatisticians often perceive statistical analyses as objective, simple, and reliable” (Hinchey, 2010,
p. 5). Value-added models are a more recent trend in using statistical analysis on student
achievement data to isolate the effect of the teacher on student learning from other contributing
factors. These models are promising for measuring teacher effectiveness, although controversy
still surrounds this approach (Goe et al., 2008). The assumption of value-added modeling is that
if a student gains at or above predicted levels of achievement during a school year, then the
teacher is deemed effective. The data in some models are the prior achievement data for the
student, while others may include demographic data or information about the experience level of
the teacher (Goe et al., 2008).
Stow (1979) found that teachers could be taught specific instruction techniques that led to
increases in student achievement scores. The teachers were taught to use direct instruction
strategies in 17 fourth grade mathematics classes in one urban school district through a formative
assessment component and feedback as part of the performance appraisal process. Teachers
were rated on categories including productive teaching techniques, positive interpersonal
relationships, organized-structured classroom management, intellectual stimulation, and
desirable out-of-class behavior. Significant gains were found in student mathematics scores in
all classes observed. It was also found that performance appraisal feedback centering on teacher
effectiveness criteria coincided with extraordinary results in standardized test scores in the area

62

of focus, however the student gains were not correlated with the teacher scores on the
observation instrument used by the principal and other trained observers.
Stronge, Ward, and Grant (2011) used a variety of tools to measure teacher effects at the
end of fifth grade on students who had no significant differences in achievement at the end of
fourth grade. It was found that a difference of 30 percentile points existed between students
taught by top quartile teachers and those taught by bottom quartile teachers in both math and
reading scores. Teachers were grouped into quartiles based on previous hierarchical linear
modeling of effectiveness as measured by student standardized test scores. Stronge et al. (2011)
also found that more effective teachers had better classroom management, better organization,
more positive relationships with students, and encouraged greater student responsibility. These
findings are in line with previous research discussed on qualities of effective teachers.
Munoz, Prather, and Stronge (2011) used hierarchical linear modeling to look at whether
teacher effects could explain a significant amount of variance in student achievement at the
classroom level. The goal of the study was to determine if a statistical model can reliably
identify effective teachers. Several student variables, including gender, attendance, race, and
socio-economic status, were found to be significant in affecting student achievement. Teacher
years of experience was also found to be a significant variable. The effects of these variables
were relatively stable over three years. The authors noted that while these results indicated that a
single-year rating of teacher effectiveness was relatively stable, they did not recommend using
such a model as the only data source for identifying teacher effectiveness.
Nye et al. (2004) also found that teacher effects, defined by the authors as “betweenclassroom variance in [student] achievement” (p. 239), at the classroom level were substantial,
especially when compared to variance between schools. However, in their model, neither
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teacher experience nor teacher education were consistently significant variables in effectiveness.
The study was not designed to look at effects of specific teacher characteristics beyond
experience and education. The teacher effect size is further validated by Palardy and Rumberger
(2008), accounting for a .30 effect size on reading gains and a .25 effect size on math gains.
Additionally, teacher effects are approximately five times larger than the effect of family socioeconomic status and 2.5 times larger than class size effects.
The research clearly demonstrates that teachers have a statistically significant effect on
student achievement outcomes as measured by hierarchical linear modeling, and that these
teacher effects explain more of the variance in student scores than other variables at the student,
classroom, or school level (Munoz et al., 2011; Nye et al., 2004; Palardy & Rumberger, 2008;
Stronge et al., 2011). Heck (2009) examined the impact of teacher effects from previous and
current classroom settings to determine if current student achievement is more a function of the
current teacher or of previous teachers. He found that the previous classroom is less important,
but still statistically significant, than the current classroom for student achievement. Successive
effective teachers do contribute meaningfully to ending achievement levels of students. He also
noted that “the stability of the school’s teaching staff and the quality of its academic organization
and teaching processes were positively related to achievement levels” (Heck, 2009, p. 227).
Brophy (1973) found that teachers are more consistent in producing gains within a
subject area rather than across them, but little consistency has been found in their effectiveness
from year to year. Only about 28 percent of teachers were found to have consistent stability over
time. Another 13 percent showed linear improvement over three years, and 11 percent showed a
linear decline. Correlations in achievement in concurrent years are generally higher than those
obtained over long-term studies, but a class or cohort effect does exist independent of the
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teacher. Konstantopoulos and Chung (2010) found that teacher effects do become smaller over
time, and that the most recent teachers affect student achievement more than less recent teachers,
supporting Heck’s (2009) research. Overall it appears that teacher effects continue to explain
variance in student achievement, even in subsequent years of schooling, although the effects
diminish over time.
The primary critique with these hierarchical linear models is that they do not look at
specific teacher skills or characteristics; instead they merely control for teacher variables, student
variables, and classroom variables to determine which teachers have students with higher
academic gains on standardized assessments. The effect size of the teacher, when controlling for
other variables, has not been consistently found to be stable over time and does not always
demonstrate a significant impact on student achievement. In fact, Good and Lavigne (2015)
point out that the body of research on teacher effects on student achievement demonstrates that
“it is not reasonable to assume that teachers and teaching is stable across time” (p. 1). Such
models to measure teacher effects can be a useful data point, but should not be the sole, or even
primary, determinant of teacher effectiveness (Goe et al., 2008; Hinchey, 2010).
Evaluating others’ perceptions of teacher effectiveness. While many research studies
have focused on direct measurement of teacher effectiveness through statistical models or
correlations with teacher qualities, a handful of studies have examined the use of other
stakeholders in education to measure teacher effectiveness. These stakeholders included
principals, those who are responsible for supervising teachers and providing performance
evaluation; other observers, such as trained raters using evaluation tools and education
preparation program staff and students; and elementary school students. The predominant
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research question in this type of research is whether these stakeholders are reliable judges of
teacher effectiveness.
Principals and other adults. Riner (1991) and Strong, Gargani, and Hacifazlioglu (2011)
both examined whether principals or other adult observers are reliable when asked to determine
teacher effectiveness. In Riner’s (1991) study, principals used the TPAI to observe several
teaching functions in classrooms and rate the teachers on those variables, such as instructional
time, instructions presentation, instructional monitoring, student behavior, and communicating
within the educational environment. The principals’ ratings of effective teachers matched
student achievement only in math scores, and not in reading. It was not clear whether principals
were actually observing behaviors described by effective teaching research, but perhaps they
made global judgments of behaviors across the functions of the TPAI.
Strong et al. (2011) devised three experiments to determine whether observers of filmed
teaching clips would demonstrate reliability in their ratings of teacher effectiveness, and whether
the judges were accurate in evaluating teacher effectiveness, as measured by the teacher’s known
ability to raise student test scores. Among a group of observers from a variety of backgrounds,
the judges were reliable but were not accurate overall, identifying teachers as effective
significantly less accurately than if by chance. In a group of principals and administrators-intraining, agreement in ratings varied considerably. As before, the judges were not accurate.
Non-experts as a group were closer to chance in their judgments of teacher effectiveness and
experts were lower than chance. Finally, a group of well-trained judges using a specific
observation protocol were found to categorize 50 percent of teachers correctly, the same as
chance. Even with additional training and a structured observation protocol, observers were
found not to be valid judges of teacher effectiveness.
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Overall, these two studies indicate that observation and rating of teacher effectiveness,
even with training and a structured observation tool, may not be the best measures of
effectiveness. Interestingly, Kane and Staiger (2012) report the following key take-aways in
gathering feedback for effective teaching and measuring teacher effectiveness:
High quality classroom observations will require clear standards, certified raters, and
multiple observations per teacher…. Combining the three approaches (classroom
observations, student feedback, and value-added student achievement gains) capitalizes
on their strengths and offsets their weaknesses [of the approaches]…. Combining new
approaches to measuring effective teaching—while not perfect—significantly
outperforms traditional measures. Providing better evidence should lead to better
decisions. (p. 29)
Judging from the research conducted by Riner (1991) and Strong et al. (2011), the
recommendations put forth by Kane and Staiger (2012) may not be as effective in evaluating
teachers as one would hope. Further research on the use of observers, including principals, as
valid judges of teacher effectiveness is needed.
Students. The research on stakeholder perceptions of teacher effectiveness included
research on elementary school students' definitions and perceptions of effective teaching. In one
study, Labonty and Danielson (1988) examined third grade and sixth grade student perceptions
of effective teacher behavior based on teacher characters in a sample of picture books, while J. F.
Evans (2002) interviewed 14 fifth grade students about effective teacher characteristics.
In the first study, 14 characteristics of effective teachers were identified from a literature
review. These included items such as monitoring, using effective praise, pacing, modeling,
focusing, being flexible, having a sense of humor, and being in control (Labonty & Danielson,
1988). Picture book teacher characters were selected by the researchers and rated as effective or
not, based on the 14 characteristics. While children liked some teachers who lacked
characteristics of effectiveness, they stated they would not want to have those characters as
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teachers because they would not learn much. All children ranked the teacher with effective
teaching behavior as the one they liked best, and they perceived effective teachers as the ones
they would most like to have as a teacher.
The results from J. F. Evans' (2002) research reinforced that students are able to identify
effective teachers by their characteristics. The students identified a number of teacher skills that
were important for effective teachers to possess: ability to explain information clearly;
willingness to answer and address questions; relate well and communicate effectively with
children; foster student independence; use peer teaching to promote learning; make learning fun;
control the classroom; and know the subject matter. Three themes emerged from the student
interviews. Students care about the way their teachers treat them, effective teachers help
students learn, and students know the difference between effective and ineffective teachers.
The characteristics of effective teachers identified by students in J. F. Evans' (2002)
research aligned with several of the characteristics identified in the literature review cited in
Labonty and Danielson (1988) as well as those identified in several reviews examined earlier in
this review of research (Brophy & Evertson, 1974a; Medley & Mitzel, 1959; Stronge et al.,
2007). Interestingly, students seem more reliable and valid as a group in judging teacher
effectiveness than adult observers.
The previously discussed studies all focus on measuring teacher effectiveness from a
summative approach, usually aligned to student achievement data as the outcome of effective
teaching. However, Popham (1988, 2010, 2013) and Marzano (2012) both make the case that
formative assessment needs to complement summative assessments in determining teacher
effectiveness. I discuss formative assessment methods and the related literature in the following
section.
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Formative Assessment of Teachers
Clearly defining the teacher assessment process is an important first step because
priorities for assessment drive behavior (Hinchey, 2010) and what is measured impacts what is
valued as important (Goe et al., 2008). A strong assessment system should include formative
assessment, which focuses on the professional growth and development of the teacher over time;
as well as summative assessment, which focuses on overall outcomes of performance (Hinchey,
2010; Matula, 2011). When a single assessment process is used to improve teacher practice and
also to base important decisions related to a teacher’s career, the evaluation environment
becomes too high-risk for teachers to safely reflect on areas for improvement (Hinchey, 2010).
Creating such high-risk environments that do not allow for teachers to be honest about
professional growth needs becomes an ethical leadership issue. Educational leaders should
establish school- and district-wide values that support formative assessment practices and
provide a safe environment for teachers to develop their skills apart from high-stakes summative
evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Davis et al., 2002; Hinchey, 2010).
Multiple methods of evaluation should be used to determine both formative and
summative assessment outcomes. Student achievement data can be one piece of this puzzle, but
is not meant to be the entire picture. Stiggins (1989) recommended shifting the focus of student
achievement data away from standardized test scores and toward “teachers’ classroom
assessments… [using] high-quality, classroom-level student achievement information” (p. 10).
Several researchers have supported Stiggins’ recommendation in more recent research (Egelson
& McColskey, 1998; Goe et al., 2008; Hinchey, 2010; Popham, 2013). This research is finally
taking hold in public policy through the Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA), the 2015
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (Executive Office of the
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President, 2015). ESSA still mandates annual student assessment, but it reduces requirements
for standardized assessments and returns control of testing and assessment development to states,
requiring that states develop multiple measures to assess student progress. Popham (1998, 2013)
and Hinchey (2010) also recommended that formative assessment should ideally be conducted
by a different evaluator than the person conducting summative evaluation. Implementing these
changes can reduce the ethical concerns facing the use of student data in summative evaluation.
Goe et al. (2008) and Hinchey (2010) offered similar recommendations for developing
teacher assessment that works, and that minimizes the negative effects of the associated ethical
considerations. These recommendations are summarized as follows (Goe et al., 2008; Hinchey,
2010):


Define Purpose of Assessment: Get clarity on the purpose of assessment, whether
formative or summative, before deciding on assessment tools.



Select Appropriate Tools: When deciding on the tools to use for assessment, select ones
that match the purpose of assessment. The validity of a measurement tool is impacted by
the quality of the evaluator using the tool.



Use Multiple Methods for Evaluation: Instead of relying on a single assessment tool, such
as student achievement data, gather evidence from multiple sources. Find or create
additional, appropriate tools to capture relevant information about teacher effectiveness.



Commit Sufficient Resources: Sufficient time, money, and human resources are needed
to implement a high quality assessment system.



Provide Ongoing Training and Support to Assessors: Include educational and public
policy stakeholders in deciding on teacher assessment procedures. Ensure that evaluators
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are adequately trained to use assessment tools, and provide ongoing support to maintain
accuracy of assessment.
Popham (1988, 2010, 2013) discussed at length two types of teacher assessment:
summative and formative. He states that the purpose of formative assessment is to improve and
shape the teacher's performance so it becomes more effective. Summative assessment is used to
evaluate the teacher's performance and make decisions related to tenure and pay. Recently, most
of the focus of teacher assessment has been summative in nature (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Goe
et al., 2008; Marzano, 2012; Popham, 2013; Stronge, 2006). Marzano (2012) and Popham
(1988, 2013) both strongly suggested that measuring (summative) and developing (formative)
teachers are different purposes with different implications, and should be kept distinct.
Egelson and McColskey (1998) noted that a formative teacher evaluation program can
have a significant positive impact on teacher goal setting, self-assessment and reflection,
professional pride, relationships with other teachers, and the role and relationship with the
principal. Darling-Hammond (2013) described a high quality teacher evaluation system as one
that includes common statewide standards, performance based assessment, local evaluation
systems aligned to standards, support structures, and aligned professional learning opportunities.
She recommended that evaluation be linked to feedback and continuous goal setting. A strong
trend in the literature on formative assessment is that this type of assessment should inform
professional development and be integrated into the overall evaluation process (Hinchey, 2010;
Stronge, 2006). Teachers themselves believe that teacher evaluation should be designed for the
purpose of professional development and the improvement of teaching (Danielson & McGreal,
2000).
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Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) stated, “Teachers have a stake in maintaining their jobs,
their self-respect, and their sense of efficacy. They want a teacher evaluation system that
encourages self-improvement, appreciates the complexity of their work, and protects their rights”
(p. 288). Danielson and McGreal (2000) discussed the increased awareness of the importance
and complexity of teaching, and the increased focus on the development of teacher expertise, as
two key areas for teacher evaluation. Darling-Hammond (2013) recommended linking
professional development and job-embedded learning to facilitate real change in a teacher's
classroom practices.
Teacher self-assessment. Both Stronge (2006) and Davis et al. (2002) discussed the
importance of giving teachers the opportunity to participate in collegial learning experiences and
collaborative inquiry. Not only does this support teachers working together, it also helps develop
a caring community of learners school-wide. Chang and Muñoz (2006) found that teachers'
professional development activities played a key role in developing school personnel to become
a caring community of learners, which trickles down to the classroom climate level.
Stronge (2006) noted:
Once a teacher becomes aware of a problem in practice, he or she must make a decision
about the possibility of altering or improving it. Values, beliefs, prior experience, and
available school support systems influence the teacher's perceptions and decisions about
both the problem and the possibility of its melioration. (p. 206)
Honoring teachers as knowledgeable professionals who are capable of knowing what additional
support they need can contribute greatly to buy-in for an overall evaluation system. “Teachers...
are striving for autonomy and control of their own professional practices within the everyday life
of their schools” (Davis et al., 2002, p. 297).
Teacher self-evaluation is one approach that enhances teachers' feeling in control of their
own professional development, and can be a complementary way of measuring teacher
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effectiveness (Kyriakides et al., 2002). This finding has been examined and found to be
important throughout the teacher evaluation literature since the 1970s (Darling-Hammond, 2013;
Darling-Hammond et al., 1983; Hinchey, 2010; Kyriakides et al., 2002). Hinchey (2010)
proposed that “teacher self-reports can be extremely valuable because teachers have unique,
detailed information on such important elements as classroom context and teacher intentions” (p.
9). Reflective practice can be facilitated through teacher self-assessment and the development of
professional growth plans (Danielson & McGreal, 2000; Davis et al., 2002; Stronge, 2006).
Stronge (2006) indicated that, typically, teachers use self-evaluation to “make judgments
about the adequacy and effectiveness of their own knowledge, performance, beliefs, and effects
for the purpose of self-improvement” (p. 186). Ultimately, self-assessment is a formative
evaluation of one's own practice. Several authors (Goe et al., 2008; Hinchey, 2010; Popham,
1988; Stronge, 2006) cautioned that teacher self-assessment should be only one of several data
points as teacher self-report measures have shown mixed results when examined for validity. A
normal human tendency is to make favorable self-reports (Hinchey, 2010) as well as to be
reluctant to reveal one's own deficits to a superior, especially if that person is responsible for
employment decisions (Popham, 1988).
Self-evaluation is an important way to acknowledge the professionalism of teachers, and
to promote self-reflection. Whether it is through a rating scale, journal entries, or other types of
self-evaluation, this is a critical component to teacher evaluation. However, it cannot be the only
component due to concerns affecting validity of responses and response bias that could lead to
inflated self-ratings. Understanding the potential limitations of self-report measures and
including them as one component of teacher assessment facilitates the benefits of teacher selfassessment while mediating the drawbacks.
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Much of the previous research has focused on observational data (Hamre et al., 2013;
Pianta et al., 2008), professional development interventions (Percy, 1990; Talvio et al., 2013),
and testing theoretical constructs and models (Egelson & McColskey, 1998; Hamre et al., 2013;
Nichols & Zhang, 2011). The literature reviewed in this chapter clearly demonstrates that the
education field could benefit from additional teacher effectiveness instruments that measure
affective aspects of quality teaching, and that self-report measures can inform teacher
professional development. Existing empirical research includes only a few self-report measures
related to the affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness and teacher attitudes and beliefs. I
discuss these previously developed measures of teacher attitudes and beliefs in the next section.
Prior Measures of Teacher Attitudes and Beliefs
Several measures of teacher attitudes and/or beliefs have been developed. The earliest,
and most cited, scale appears to be the Minnesota Teacher Attitude Inventory (MTAI; Evans, K.
M., 1966; Leeds, 1952). The MTAI “is designed to measure the attitudes of teachers toward
their pupils and to distinguish those who are likely to establish a desirable classroom atmosphere
from those less likely to do so” (Evans, K. M., 1966, p. 135). Leeds (1952) described the MTAI
as designed to predict the social-emotional climate that a teacher will maintain in the classroom,
and it was constructed primarily with elementary students in mind.
The MTAI is comprised of 150 statements about children and their behavior, and uses a
five-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree.” Sample
statements include items such as, “A pupil's failure is seldom the fault of the teacher,” “Too
much nonsense goes on in many classrooms these days,” and “A teacher should never discuss
sex problems with the pupils” (Evans, K. M., 1966, p. 136). Responses are designated as “right”
or “wrong” using a scoring stencil. A positive, desirable score indicates a teacher's liberal
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classroom attitude, while negative scores indicate a dominating, authoritarian attitude (Evans, K.
M., 1966). Leeds (1952) stated that the MTAI demonstrates a validity coefficient of .60 in
previous validity studies, with the reliability found to be .91, determined by the Spearman-Brown
split-half procedure. Budd and Blakely (1958) examined the MTAI for response bias, and found
that high scores were associated with the tendency of participants to respond with extreme
positions—“strongly agree” and “strongly disagree”—rather than moderate positions. K. M.
Evans (1966) noted that there are far more possible “wrong” scores than “right,” indicating a
much greater chance of a teacher obtaining a negative score. K. M. Evans (1966) also pointed
out that people responding to the scale at random, or entering stereotypical responses would also
generate a meaningful score, one which is most likely a negative score.
Yee and Fruchter (1971) conducted a study to determine the factor content of the MTAI,
with 368 teachers. They used a new scoring key weighting items from -2 to +2, rather than
identifying correct or incorrect responses. This revised scoring key provided higher internal
consistency and a better frequency distribution than the original key. The authors found that the
MTAI loaded better on a five-factor model than a single-factor model as proposed by the original
developers. Sixty of the 150 items loaded onto factors, and accounted for 25 percent of the total
variance. The remaining 90 items did not load onto a factor. The authors asserted that the total
inventory’s construct validity is uncertain, but can be more clearly defined through the fivefactor model. The MTAI continues to be used as an instrument in studies related to teaching,
preservice teacher training, and other fields where adults are working with children, but I was
unable to find additional information on the validity and content of the inventory after Yee and
Fruchter’s (1971) study. Due to the concerns of validity and bias, and the outdated language of
the MTAI, it is in need of significant updating before being a viable tool today.
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Four scales about teacher attitudes were developed in the 1970s and 1980s: Whitmore's
(1974) Teacher Attitude Inventory, Ahluwalia's (1976) Teacher Attitude Inventory, Bunting's
(1981) Educational Attitudes Inventory, and Schaefer and Edgerton's (1985) Modernity Scale.
Whitmore (1974) developed 24 items to measure teachers' positions in relation to education
issues and teaching decisions. The instrument is intended to identify two dichotomous styles of
teaching: traditional, teacher-centered teaching; and experimental, pupil-centered teaching.
Sample items include “Most of my energy at this grade level is spent trying to retain some
control and maintain order/Most of my energy is spent trying to find ways to make the
curriculum meaningful to individual students,” and “Teachers should not become too personally
and emotionally involved with individuals in the class/A teacher must be a special close friend
before he can help the student realize his fullest potential” (p. 46). Five possible responses are
given, from strong agreement with the first statement to strong agreement with the second
statement in the pair. It is also designed for use in the elementary grades. The author cautions
that the inventory needs further testing to establish reliability and validity data from a larger
sample. As of 1993, no further reliability or validity testing had been conducted (Lavoritano &
Segal, 1993). I found no other evidence of any later research for validity or reliability of this
inventory.
Ahluwalia (1976) developed the Teacher Attitude Inventory to measure professional
attitudes of prospective and practicing teachers toward the teaching profession, classroom
teaching, child-centered practices, educational process, pupils, and teachers. The inventory
includes 90 items rated on a Likert-type scale with five responses ranging from “strongly
disagree” to “strongly agree.” It is also a bilingual scale, with statements in both English and
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Hindi. I was unable to find sample items from this scale. A higher score indicates more
favorable attitudes toward teaching.
Bunting's (1981) Educational Attitudes Inventory has a series of 35 items on four
subscales: affective (commitment to emotional development), cognitive (commitment to
inductive learning), directive (attitudes toward authority and control), and interpretive (relevancy
in learning). The directive subscale is reverse-scored. Sample items include “It is important for
the student to know that the teacher has confidence in him,” “Teachers have a tendency to do too
much of the student's thinking for him,” “If parents were firmer and more regular in the
discipline of their children, the work of the teacher would be easier,” and “The interest which
students sometimes develop in a subject can become more valuable if teachers broaden their
perspectives across subject matter boundaries” (pp. 562-563). The scale was tested with nearly
300 elementary school teachers, and had promising results. A validation study was conducted
(Bunting, 1985) with 320 elementary school teachers from 12 schools in a single state. The
inventory included 35 of the original items and an additional 46 items, for a total of 81 items.
Two factors emerged, one that was student centered and encompassed the original affective,
cognitive, and interpretive factors; and the second factor encompassed the directive factor. The
resulting scale was reduced through item analysis to 19 items in the first factor and 15 items in
the second factor. No further research on Bunting’s scale was found beyond 1985.
The Modernity Scale (Schaefer & Edgerton, 1985) is a 15-item Likert-type questionnaire
with a 15-point response range from “do not agree” to “strongly agree.” It measures teacher
beliefs toward teaching by discriminating between traditional, teacher-centered perspectives on
interactions with children and more modern or progressive, child-centered perspectives. Sample
items include “Children must be carefully trained early in life or their natural impulses make
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them unmanageable” and “Children should be allowed to disagree with their parents if they feel
their own ideas are better” (Pianta et al., 2005, p. 151). The scale was originally designed to
measure parenting beliefs, but has been used in studies (Hamre et al., 2013; Pianta et al., 2005)
about teaching to gauge teacher beliefs about child-centered versus adult-centered perspectives.
More recent scales related to teacher beliefs are Pianta's (2001) Student-Teacher
Relationship Scale (STRS), Ang's (2005) Student-Teacher Relationship Inventory, and Putman's
(2013) Efficacy for Classroom Management Scale. Pianta's (2001) STRS is a teacher self-report
measure examining the teachers' perceptions of their relationships with students from preschool
through third grade. It is a 28-item scale using a five-point Likert-type range to rate subscale
items on Conflict, Closeness, and Dependency. Ang (2005) used the STRS as a foundation to
develop a 14-item inventory to assess teacher perceptions of the quality of their relationships
with students in older elementary and middle school grades. It also has a five-point Likert-type
scale, ranging from “almost never true” to “almost always true.” Sample items include, “I
enjoy having this student in my class,” “The student shares with me things about his/her personal
life,” and “The student depends on me for advice or help.” Both Pianta's (2001) and Ang's
(2005) scales are meant to rate an individual teacher-student relationship.
Putman (2013) developed the Efficacy for Classroom Management Scale (ECMAN),
containing 30 items on a four-point Likert-type scale ranging from “strongly disagree” to
“strongly agree.” It goes beyond measuring teachers' general self-efficacy to specifically
examine efficacy for classroom management. When teachers have a poor sense of efficacy in
this area, they are more likely to rely on negative consequences and punishment to influence
student behavior, and to have relationships with students characterized by conflict (Putman,
2013). Sample items include “I feel comfortable managing the classroom,” “I find myself
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reprimanding the students more than my peers,” and “I am unsure how to handle situations when
students are defiant” (Putman, 2013, p. 428). The author noted that there is a lack of items
related to the development of the teacher-student relationship, and “it may prove impactful to
include additional items reflecting relationship building in any subsequent revisions to the
instrument” (Putman, 2013, p. 437). Further research on this scale is not in evidence, however
the author has worked with a research team to develop the Culturally Responsive Classroom
Management Self-Efficacy Scale (Siwatu, Putman, Starker-Glass, & Lewis, 2015). This new
scale was completely separate from Putman’s (2013) scale, and demonstrated initial construct
validity when compared to two other scales measuring teacher self-efficacy and a single factor
model (Siwatu et al., 2015).
Pianta et al. (2012) used the Classroom Assessment Scoring System (CLASS) to measure
observed teacher behaviors in the classroom that support teacher-student interactions within the
dimensions of classroom climate, teacher sensitivity, and regard for student perspectives. This
observation tool was developed from Pianta's (2001) earlier STRS work in teacher self-rating of
individual teacher-student relationships. While this scale does not assess teacher beliefs, it has
been found to be a reliable tool for informing teacher professional development and changing
teacher interactions with students to be more positive and productive (Pianta et al., 2012).
While each of these existing measures support some aspect of the affective dimensions of
teacher attitudes and beliefs, none of them are sufficient by themselves to measure teacher
beliefs and relationships that the research suggests is important for positive student outcomes.
Two approaches to the development of a more comprehensive measure are to combine full or
partial existing scales into a longer measure that addresses all of the affective dimensions (Agne
et al., 1994; Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Doumen et al., 2012; Englehart et al., 2012; Hamre et al.,
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2008; Percy, 1990; Putman, 2013; Richardson, 1996; Rubie-Davies et al., 2012) or develop a
new scale informed by research (Chang & Muñoz, 2006; Hughes, 2011; Kyriakides, 2005;
Wilkins, 2008; Yoon, 2002). I intended to develop a new research-informed scale in order to
focus on the specific constructs research has identified as most important to supporting affective
dimensions of teacher effectiveness. Rather than repurposing existing scales originally
developed for other uses, the creation of a new scale provides meaningful results that teachers
can use to inform their practice. The following section will outline the conceptual framework
that guided the development of this new scale, and will describe how it is different from previous
scale development efforts in measuring affective aspects of teacher effectiveness.
Conceptual Framework
Conceptual frameworks provide guidance for the design and direction of a research
study, supporting the researcher's methodological choices and generating the argument for the
contribution of the study (Ravitch & Riggan, 2012). Cousins (2013) defined a conceptual
framework as “a collection of important concepts and variables and suggested relationships
among them” (p. 69). Higher order constructs are comprised of a set of concepts or variables
that emerge from the literature. The conceptual framework “simplifies a complex body of
research with a particular focus to estimate the relative potency of factors in terms of their
influence on evaluation use” (p. 69) and puts boundaries on the inquiry.
Chen et al. (2012) stated that “the Western teaching excellence literature has identified
the following main categories of excellent teachers: personal and professional characteristics,
sound subject and pedagogical knowledge, classroom climate and management, student-teacher
relationships, professionalism, and the effects of these categories on student progress” (p. 937).
The authors conducted a review of the literature on international perspectives of excellent
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teaching as a foundation for their study on how excellent teaching in China looks similar and
different from other international contexts. Likewise, Stronge (2007) identified the following
seven categories of effective teaching: prerequisites of effective teaching (background
characteristics); the teacher as a person (affective characteristics); classroom management and
organization; planning and organizing for instruction; implementing instruction; monitoring
student progress and potential; and professionalism. Stronge identified these categories through
a comprehensive review of the research on teacher effectiveness from the 1970s through the mid2000s.
Nichols and Zhang (2011) developed a model of four classroom dimensions based on two
continua: affirming or positive relationships versus negative relationships or rejection, and
teacher control versus student empowerment (Figure 2.1). The four classroom dimensions that
result are the undemanding classroom (affirmation/control), the motivating classroom
(affirmation/empowerment), the confusing/neglecting classroom (rejection/empowerment), and
the destructive classroom (rejection/control; Nichols & Zhang, 2011).
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Figure 2.1. Classroom environment dimensions. Reprinted from “Classroom environments and
student empowerment: An analysis of elementary and secondary teacher beliefs,” by J. D. Nicols
and G. Zhang, 2011, Learning Environments Research, 14(3), p. 232. Copyright 2011 by
Springer Science + Business Media. Reprinted with permission.
Pianta et al. (2012) developed the Teaching Through Interactions framework, which
conceptualizes, organizes, and measures classroom interactions between teachers and students in
three domains. These domains include emotional interactions, which examines the emotional
climate of the classroom, teacher sensitivity to student cues, and regard for students'
perspectives; classroom organization, which examines effective behavior management,
productivity in the classroom built on classroom routines, and instructional learning formats
using a variety of strategies; and instructional interaction, which examines concept development
and higher-order thinking skills, giving meaningful feedback to students about their work and
behavior, and language and instructional discourse used by teachers and children (Pianta et al.,
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2012). This framework supports a theory of engagement between teachers and students, and the
various supports that are in place to help children be successful academically and socially.
The conceptual framework I propose draws from and integrates the work of Stronge
(2007), Nichols and Zhang (2011), and Pianta et al. (2012), as well as Ajzen’s (1989) theory of
planned behavior. Stronge (2007) identified three dimensions of teacher effectiveness that relate
to the affective domains of teacher responsibilities and behaviors: the Teacher as a Person,
Classroom Management and Organization, and Professionalism. He has extensively researched
and reviewed the body of literature on teacher effectiveness, and has shown a clear link between
teacher behaviors in these areas and their correlation to student outcomes such as empowerment,
engagement, and academic success. His dimension of the Teacher as a Person emphasizes the
affective characteristics of a teacher, the social and emotional behaviors rather than pedagogical
practice (Stronge, 2011, p. 22).
These characteristics and behaviors are correlated with teacher happiness as well as
influence on student achievement outcomes. Other research has strongly established Stronge’s
identified characteristics as a critical component of developing teacher-student relationships and
creating a positive and empowering classroom climate (Brekelmans et al., 2002; Chen et al.,
2012; Goe et al., 2008; Kyriakides et al., 2002). The Classroom Management and Organization
dimension, as mentioned previously, examines effective practices in creating routines, arranging
the classroom’s physical environment, and effectively responding to student behavior in order to
support a classroom that runs smoothly without punitive levels of teacher control. The
dimension of Professionalism encompasses all aspects of teacher ongoing development,
communication, and focus on students. I specifically draw from this area for research related to
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reflection on practice for continuous improvement and ongoing professional development,
through the use of a teacher self-assessment tool.
Nichols and Zhang’s (2011) work looked specifically at the elements of affirmation in the
teacher-student relationship and empowerment of students within the classroom as creating a
motivating classroom climate where students experience more success and better outcomes.
Incorporating the focus on creating a motivating classroom through teacher behaviors and
attitudes that lead to student empowerment, releasing teacher authoritarian control, and building
positive relationships as a meaningful goal adds to my proposed framework. Including Pianta et
al.’s (2012) Teaching Through Interactions framework further supports the theory and research
on teacher effectiveness provided by Stronge, as does Nichols and Zhang’s (2011) motivating
classroom through specific areas of practice that contribute to effective classrooms and teacherstudent relationships.

Teacher as a
Person/ Teacher‐
Student
Relationships

Classroom
Management/
Climate (Student
Empowerment)

Student
Outcomes/
Motivating
Classroom

Figure 2.2. Teacher behaviors that effectively influence student outcomes.
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How does this integrative framework relate to teacher attitudes and beliefs? Described
earlier in this paper, Ajzen (1989) and others have identified a causal chain linking teacher
attitudes, beliefs, and behavior, which then directly impact student outcomes. Working
backward from the identified effective behaviors within Stronge’s (2007), Nichols and Zhang’s
(2011), and Pianta et al.’s (2012) work, we can begin to identify underlying beliefs and attitudes
that either contribute to or hinder the development of these effective behaviors in the classroom.
Through a self-rating and reflection process, teachers can begin to identify which attitudes and
beliefs they hold that make them effective in the classroom as well as those that are ineffective
and could be changed. Helping teachers identify the beliefs and attitudes they hold about
teaching and about students can also help them identify discrepancies in their performed
behavior in the classroom from the beliefs they consciously hold. As Chen et al. (2012) noted,
“the more favorable the attitude and subjective norms are with respect to a behavior, and the
greater the perceived behavioral control, the more likely… people will perform the behavior in
accordance with their intentions” (p. 938). Within this integrative framework of affective
dimensions of teacher effectiveness, I propose the use of two primary constructs and nine related
sub-constructs.
Positive relationships. Stronge’s (2007) identified behaviors in the category of Teacher
as a Person fall into this construct. The social and emotional attitudes a teacher holds support
positive teacher-student relationships and effective classroom environments (Agne et al., 1994;
Chen et al., 2012; Pianta et al., 2011; Stronge, 2007). These are strongly supported in research
as inclusive of the following constructs.
Conflict. Teachers minimize the amount of conflict in relationships with students,
reframing anger and frustration into more productive interactions (Gallagher et al., 2013). They
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also use proactive strategies such as praising and encouraging students rather than being critical,
punitive, or overly negative (Ang, 2005; Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Pianta et al., 2008). Teachers
are aware of their own emotions and the work it takes to manage the emotional geography of the
classroom (Hargreaves, 2000).
Caring. Nearly all of the literature on teacher-student relationships emphasizes the
important role of teacher care for and about students. Noddings (1996, 2005, 2013) has written
extensively about the role of caring in classrooms, and the ethic of care required for effective
teachers. Aspects of caring are described by Stronge (2007) as including listening, taking the
time to know students, and understanding the concerns and questions of students. Stronge and
others (Ang, 2005; Bunting, 1981; Chang & Muñoz, 2006; Watson et al., 2010) noted that caring
also includes personal characteristics of teachers such as affirming, motivating, encouraging,
patience, gentleness, and an overall love of children.
Feedback. Effective teachers provide support to students within the relationship by
behaving in warm and open ways that encourage communication (Doumen et al., 2012; Hughes,
2011). They provide constructive and timely feedback to students that assists students in
knowing how to be successful in the classroom (Ang, 2005; Kyriakides, 2005). Teachers who
are most effective provide feedback on both student academic work and student classroom
behavior (Georgiou et al., 2002; Rubies-Davis et al., 2012; Yoon, 2002).
Equity orientation. Effective teachers treat students fairly and with respect (DarlingHammond, 2013; Evans, K. M., 1966; Stronge, 2007) and they work cooperatively with students
(Brekelmans et al., 2002). They work to create inclusive, affirming, and successful learning
environments (Croninger et al., 2012) in which students can thrive. Teachers support a
democratic classroom that is flexible and encourages student autonomy and self-discipline (Agne
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et al., 1994). In addition, Goe et al. (2008) identified contribution to positive attitudinal and
social outcomes for students, and the development of classrooms that value diversity and civicmindedness as two of their five points that define effective teachers.
Classroom management. The beliefs and attitudes a teacher holds about how discipline
and guidance should occur within a classroom and how to create the necessary structures to
support a well-managed classroom make up this dimension (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gartrell,
2011). In addition, the effective teacher creates a classroom climate through the development of
strong relationships and demonstrating many of the attitudes and beliefs of a caring teacher
(Chang & Muñoz, 2006). The climate and affective classroom management attitudes are
primarily comprised of the following constructs.
Fostering a supportive climate. Teachers are willing to do what it takes to help students
be successful, including spending extra time with students (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Georgiou
et al., 2002). They use their knowledge of their students to gauge what levels of support students
need and then tailor their interactions to provide that support. Teachers tend to treat disruptive
and aggressive students more negatively, and these students are less likely to receive additional
support (Ang, 2005; Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gallagher et al., 2013; Yoon, 2002). In addition,
teachers' mental representations of relationships with students form early and are fairly stable
(Doumen et al., 2012; Hamre et al., 2008) and the teachers' perceptions of a child's effort impacts
the level of support they offer (Georgiou et al., 2002; Muller, 2001; Nespor, 1987; Vartuli,
2005). Hughes et al. (2005) also found that “teachers rated children as less competent when they
perceived value differences with parents” (p. 307).
Teacher control. Darling-Hammond et al. (1983) asserted that there are several desirable
affective outcomes for students. These include “independence, curiosity, and positive attitudes
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toward school, teachers, and self” (p. 296). These closely align with desirable 21st Century
skills such as creativity, innovation, communication, collaboration, flexibility, initiative,
leadership, and productivity (Partnership for 21st Century Skills, 2011). Teachers who have a
high need for control or are more directive tend to be less effective (Agne et al., 1994; Bunting,
1981; Nichols & Zhang, 2011; Vartuli, 2005). Instead, focusing on student empowerment helps
students develop control and perform better in school (Bryan, 2014; Popp et al., 2011; Putman,
2013).
Positive and proactive guidance. Clunies-Ross et al. (2008) stated that “using more
praise results in comments about student misbehavior being brief, avoids the use of lengthy
reprimands, and reduces the incidence of teacher stress and burnout” (p. 696). Using positive,
proactive guidance strategies such as established and practiced routines, effective classroom
arrangement, modeling, and praise and encouragement all establish a happier, more productive
classroom climate (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gartrell, 2011; Good & Brophy, 2007; Putman,
2013; Stronge, 2007). Pianta et al. (2012) asserted that “modifying the classroom as a relational
setting to engage children and youth more fully may be the single best way to unleash and
expand the level of human resources (e.g., relationships and interpersonal interactions) available
to the educational process” (p. 369).
High expectations. Research continuously shows the importance of holding high
expectations for all students in contributing to positive student outcomes (Goe et al., 2008;
Kyriakides et al, 2002; Nespor, 1987). Teachers who have high classroom expectations are more
likely to respond to children by offering additional support (Georgiou et al., 2002). Good and
Brophy (2007) asserted that teacher expectations have causal effects on students through selffulfilling prophecies and sustaining expectations (p. 49). High expectations are needed, along
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with teacher flexibility in adapting instruction to meet the various needs of students (Popp et al.,
2001; Putman, 2013; Rubie-Davies et al., 2012; Stronge, 2007).
Student autonomy. Bozack et al. (2008) found that “classroom environments that
support student autonomy have several benefits for academic development” (p. 2391). When
teachers help students learn to develop self-control and responsibility, students are able to engage
in the learning environment more independently and drive their own achievement (Klem &
Connell, 2004; Putman, 2013; Talvio et al., 2013). Student empowerment is a key component of
engagement and student success (Bryan, 2014; Nichols & Zhang, 2011). Bryan (2014) found
that student empowerment is the “multi-dimensional, social process that leads students to
develop control over their own lives” (p. 4), an important skill needed throughout school and life.
When teachers are sensitive to promoting student-teacher relationships along with allowing the
development of self-efficacy and learning goals, it results in “classrooms that are learnercentered and give students greater control of their own learning” (Nichols & Zhang, 2011, p.
231).
Summary
Many of these constructs are related and overlap. Rather than being strictly distinct
dimensions of teacher effectiveness, an effective teacher is likely to possess most, if not all, of
these constructs in his or her beliefs and attitudes about teaching and about students. For the
purposes of this research, I define teacher effectiveness as the affective and cognitive aspects of
teaching that have been shown through research to directly impact desired student outcomes such
as academic motivation, student engagement, self-esteem, self-efficacy, and the development of
21st Century skills. In this research study, I focus on the affective aspects of teaching in this
definition of teacher effectiveness. Developing a way to measure the beliefs and attitudes that
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promote positive student outcomes would be a valuable tool to direct teacher professional
development.
Kane and Staiger (2012), Hinchey (2010), and Matula (2011) identified that best
practices in measuring teacher effectiveness include multiple data sources. Matula (2011)
recommended that “evaluations should at least be annual; they should have clear, rigorous
expectations; they should use multiple measures; they should have multiple ratings; they should
give regular feedback; and they should have significant outcomes” (p. 101). When these criteria
are incorporated into the assessment process, teachers are more likely to feel valued and see the
process as fair.
The literature suggests that teachers should receive feedback on their effectiveness based
on consistent empirical data, and be given opportunities through professional development and
the performance appraisal process to improve. Research has shown that as regular and ongoing
formative evaluation is consistently implemented, in addition to summative evaluations, teachers
are much more likely to build on their existing strengths and be willing to admit to weaknesses in
order to receive additional support. Having a self-assessment tool as proposed in this study can
provide additional data for teachers’ formative evaluation in an area of effectiveness that is
frequently overlooked. This can assist teachers in selecting professional development in the
important affective areas of effective teaching to strengthen skills in these areas. The end result
of these changes will be true improvements in student learning, not just higher test scores, and
the continuation of effective teaching practices.
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Chapter III: Methodology
The purpose of this quantitative study was to develop and validate two scales that
measure teacher attitudes toward affective aspects of effective teaching with regard to positive
teacher-student relationships and the creation of an empowering classroom environment.
Specific emphasis was given to the specification and inclusion of those attitudes that have been
demonstrated through research to be effective in impacting student outcomes, as discussed in
Chapter II. This study involved instrument development, instrument refinement through
administration to a sample, and estimation of reliability and validity of the resulting instrument.
The resulting instrument will be used as a self-assessment tool by teachers to guide professional
development.
The goal of this study was to develop and validate an assessment instrument made up of
two scales measuring teacher attitudes related to affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness:
one scale for positive relationships with students and the second scale for creating an
empowering classroom environment. The related research questions were:
RQ1a: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to positive relationships with students?
RQ1b: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to creating an empowering classroom environment?
RQ2: What subscales emerge from factor analysis with the items designed to measure the
positive relationship and empowering classroom environment constructs?
RQ3: Do the scales that emerge demonstrate convergent validity as compared to
validated measures of teacher self-efficacy?
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RQ4: Are there differences that emerge across subgroups of participants for each of the
validated scales that emerge?
Research Design and Approach
Spector (1992) outlined a five-step process for scale development: define the construct,
design the scale, pilot test the scale, administer the scale and conduct item analysis, and then
validate and norm the scale. Similarly, Hinkin (1998) provided a six-step process. He suggested
item generation, questionnaire administration, initial item reduction, confirmatory factor
analysis, convergent/divergent validity, and replication. Spector’s first two steps could be
collapsed into Hinkin’s first step, with Hinkin’s second, third, and fourth steps being part of
Spector’s third step. DeVellis (2003) similarly delineated a process for scale development with a
bit more detail in each step, providing the following procedure for scale development.
The first step is to determine clearly what the researcher wants to measure. This first step
was consistently remarked upon in the literature as a critical and foundational part of scale
development (DeVellis, 2003; Hinkin, 1998; Abell, Springer, & Kamata, 2009). It is important
to clearly differentiate between what is being measured and what is not being measured.
Conducting a literature review and then developing operationalized definitions of the central
construct as well as supporting constructs aid in specificity (Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis,
2003). The review of relevant literature was discussed in Chapter II, along with a discussion of
the constructs that were used in this study. Operational definitions are described later in this
chapter in the section on Description of Variables.
DeVellis’ second step is to generate an item pool. Once the constructs to be measured
are defined, items that can discretely represent facets of the construct are brainstormed. These
items should all reflect the latent variable. DeVellis (2003) recommended that the set of items
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should initially be a large pool, over-inclusive, and redundant. De Vaus (2013) described a
process of moving from broad, abstract definitions to more concrete sub-dimensions that result in
scale items. He termed this process “descending the ladder of abstraction” (p. 45). As the
researcher identifies the levels of constructs, dimensions, and sub-dimensions, the item pool is
generated to reflect indicators of the sub-dimensions.
The third step in scale development is to determine the response format for measurement.
The format can vary from scale to scale, and it is important for the developer to determine what
format will be used early on in the development process (Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis,
2003). I used a Likert-type response format, where item statements were complete sentences
with which respondents indicated their level of agreement.
The fourth step is to have the initial item pool reviewed by experts. This step is
recommended to confirm or invalidate the definitions of the construct and how well the items
that have been generated relate to the desired construct (Abell et al., 2009; DeVellis, 2003).
Usually a panel of expert judges is asked to evaluate the items as to how well they measure the
construct or to match each item to a construct to determine if experts group the items in the same
way as the developer. I describe in later sections how I used a panel of experts to evaluate my
item pool during the item feedback phase of the scale development.
Step five is to consider inclusion of validation items. DeVellis (2003) and Abell et al.
(2009) recommended the use of validated tools that can indicate responses answering in ways
that are socially desirable so they can be excluded from further analysis, and to determine
convergent and divergent validity of the scale. A new scale being developed needs to
demonstrate that it does measure the underlying construct as desired and that it is sufficiently
different from existing measures and related constructs. Inclusion of previously validated scales
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that can establish convergent and divergent validity are useful (Vance, Groves, Paik, & Kindler,
2007; Warr, Cook, & Wall, 1979). Scale developers may also use additional measurements such
as observations (Barbuto & Wheeler, 2006; Pianta et al., 2005) or student achievement scores
(Kyriakides, 2005) to establish validity.
The sixth step is to administer a survey with the proposed scale items to a development
sample. In this step, the survey with the items is administered to a sample that represents the
target population. Spector (1992) stated that item analysis should be conducted on data from a
sample of 100 to 200 respondents. Hinkin (1998) concurred that for exploratory factor analysis,
a sample as small as 150 can be sufficient, while at least 200 respondents should be sampled for
confirmatory factor analysis. However, multiple scale development researchers (DeVellis, 2003;
Kahn, 2006; Osborne, Costello, & Kellow, 2008) have suggested a sample of at least 300 to be
sufficiently large to eliminate subject variance as a concern. Comrey and Lee (1992) suggested
that a “good” sample size is at least 300 respondents, while a “very good” sample size includes at
least 500 respondents.
Next, the scale developer evaluates the item distributions and bivariate correlations. In
this step, the developer is looking for whether or not the individual items are reasonably
normally distributed and whether the items are at least minimally correlated with each other.
High intercorrelations between items written to measure the same construct are desirable, as that
indicates each item is more related to the true score of the underlying construct (Clark & Watson,
1995; DeVellis, 2003). These correlations should be ≥ .30 to demonstrate that related items are
measuring the same underlying variable (Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2003) and < .90 to
ensure that they are not duplicating each other. It is also desirable to demonstrate item variance,
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with responses along the full range of responses and with means for each item close to the center
of the response range.
Exploratory factor analysis is a dimension reduction process used to reduce the items to a
smaller set of variables, and show the dimensionality, or how items load onto one or more
factors. Factor analysis is the best way of determining which items constitute a group, and which
groups constitute a unidimensional set (DeVellis, 2003; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006).
Ultimately, the developer needs to have strong reasoning and justification for the final scale
length and number of factors.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is used to further: (a) identify the best items for the
factors derived from exploratory factor analysis; (b) validate the identified scale factors; and (c)
determine goodness-of-fit to the theoretical model that resulted from exploratory factor analysis
(Abell et al., 2009). There are several goodness-of-fit measures. Chi-square is one measure,
where the smaller the chi-square, the better the fit (Hinkin, 1998). Other fit indices, such as the
relative chi-square, Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), and the Noncentrality Index account for the degrees of freedom (Abell et al., 2009;
Baron, 2017; Hinkin, 1998). A review of modification indices and residual covariances provides
information that facilitates identification of the best items for the final scale. Finally, CFA can
be used to further confirm validity of the scale, by fitting new data to the existing factor structure
found in the exploratory factor analysis phase (Clark & Watson, 1995; DeVellis, 2003).
The final step in scale development is to optimize scale length. As mentioned in the
previous step, the length of the scale can be optimized using data from the correlation coefficient
alpha. DeVellis (2003) stated that as the number of items increases, so does the reliability of
alpha, resulting in a narrower confidence interval for the longer scale than for a shorter version.
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However, it is also important to keep the scale length manageable for the intended audience and
purpose. Worthington and Whittaker (2006) suggested that developers look at deleting items
that have the lowest factor loadings, have the highest cross-loadings, make the least contribution
to internal consistency, and have low conceptual consistency with other items on the factor.
Participants
The proposed scale items were included in the Teacher Affective Attitudes Survey (see
Appendix A) administered to practicing elementary school teachers in the United States. A
sample size of at least 300 was desired in order to conduct a valid factor analysis (DeVellis,
2003; Kahn, 2006; Osborne et al., 2008). Because I had a large number of items in my item
pool, and a large number of potential sub-dimensions, I aimed for an even larger sample size.
My goal was to receive at least 600 participant responses.
Sampling procedure. I used a convenience sampling process (Creswell, 2014) with a
snowballing technique, reaching potential participants through my personal and work affiliations
and their extended networks. I distributed my survey electronically via email and social media
invitation. I gained permission to send out survey invitations via email to all elementary schools
in the United States that were part of the network of schools in my work organization, a total of
more than 13,000 schools (see Appendix B). Because this organization works with schools in
every state, across rural, suburban, and urban areas, and with schools of all socioeconomic
levels, I anticipated that I would achieve a representative sample of elementary teachers.
I sent an email to the heads of institutions, usually principals or other administrators, at
these schools and requested that they send the survey invitation to teachers in their school (see
Appendix C). Invitations were sent to 4,560 schools, with 367 emails returned due to incorrect
email addresses. A total of 4,193 schools received the email invitation. Several schools
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requested additional information to complete their district’s research approval process. This was
completed for four districts via email. An additional six districts invited a formal research
approval application but the evaluation and response time would have been outside of the data
collection period, so applications were not pursued.
I also sent the survey link and invitation to personal contacts via email and social media.
I sent out a personal email or Facebook message invitation to every elementary teacher I know
personally, and asked them to send the survey on to their colleagues. I included the survey
information in posts within Facebook groups to which I belong, and on LinkedIn, requesting that
people send the survey invitation to elementary teachers they knew. I also sent the survey
invitation to the Antioch PhD in Leadership and Change community and the members of my
dissertation committee, requesting that they participate if they were a practicing elementary
teacher, or send the invitation to teachers they knew. Through this process, the potential
participant pool snowballed into a larger sample through referrals from original recipients to
teachers in their network.
A personal network referral connected me with the Springfield City Schools in Ohio. A
formal application for conducting research with teachers in their ten elementary schools was
submitted and approved (see Appendix D). In addition, several personal and professional
network referrals were made to individual teachers through email and social media sharing. Due
to the anonymity of the survey response format, I was unable to track which participants came
from the various invitation methods used.
The relative anonymity of online surveys provides a safe place for teachers to engage in
reflection on their beliefs and attitudes while responding to the scale items I developed. Human
subject research guidelines require that research does not cause harm to participants, and focuses
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on beneficence. In this study, minimal harm to participants was anticipated through participating
in the survey, beyond the normal risks associated with teaching and reflecting on practice. I
anticipated that participants would benefit through the opportunity to reflect on their own
professional practices and gain a deeper awareness of their beliefs and attitudes based on their
interaction with the scale items, and several participants indicated that this was a benefit to them
through the open-ended question at the end of the survey. Collected data was stored on a
password protected computer and in a password protected SurveyMonkey® account.
Instrumentation and Materials
The instrument used in this study was composed of items to be evaluated for inclusion in
two scales, a subscale of four items from a valid existing scale used to test for convergent
validity, and demographic questions about participants and their schools to facilitate comparative
analysis. I discuss each of these components in the following sections.
Scale development. The first form of the proposed instrument was developed from a
review of existing teacher effectiveness literature. Existing assessment instruments measuring
teacher beliefs and teacher attitudes also served as resources. Theoretical definitions of 11
characteristics of affective teacher attitudes across the two dimensions of positive relationships
and the empowering classroom environment were developed from the literature review. Five
characteristics were related to the construct of positive relationships: teacher-student
relationships, teacher-student conflict, caring, feedback, and equity. Six characteristics made up
the construct of the empowering classroom environment: supportive climate, classroom
management, control, guidance, high expectations, and student autonomy. Next, several sample
items were developed for each of the 11 characteristics, incorporating structured strategies for
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item development (DeVellis, 2003). Items were evaluated for clarity, confusing language or
grammar, and for consistency with the characteristic purporting to be measured.
When I developed the item pool, I followed Spector’s (1992) guidelines for item
development. I was careful to avoid using words such as “not” that can easily be missed when a
person quickly reads through an item. I generated my initial item pool of more than 200 items
through a brainstorming process informed by the extant literature, initially alone and then
expanded with the help of my methodologist. I began by combing through checklists and sample
items provided in research on similar areas, such as the Adult-Adolescent Parenting Inventory
(Bavolek & Keene, 2010) and Stronge’s (2007) checklists for highly effective teachers. I then
evaluated the items with the help of two survey development researchers for how well they
represented the constructs to be measured. One researcher was the methodologist for this
dissertation, and the other researcher was employed in the same organization for which I work,
and had a background in developing scales and surveys. Several items were reworded or
eliminated through their feedback, resulting in a second version of 150 items. Additional
revisions were made to eliminate items in the proposed item pool, which I describe in the Item
Pool Review and Testing and the Pilot Test sections later in this chapter.
Most items were phrased positively; however, several statements within each
characteristic were designed to be reverse-scored. DeVellis (2003) discussed the use of
positively and negatively worded items, and the pros and cons of using reverse-scored items.
The proposed mix of positively and negatively worded items in this study may help to reduce
acquiescent response bias, which refers to the tendency of some respondents to acquiesce to a
positively worded item, and also to a negatively worded item (Abell et al., 2009; DeVellis,
2003). However, negatively worded items can be confusing to participants, as they may have
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difficulty expressing their level of agreement with the statement versus the underlying variable
or they may feel the items are contradictory (DeVellis, 2003). These items often perform poorly
and end up loading onto the same factor due to the negative wording, which can override the
specific content of the statement (Baron, 2017). I was careful in my wording of item statements
to minimize the risk for participant confusion and eliminated several items that pilot participants
indicated were confusing or unclear. I felt the value of disrupting potential acquiescent bias on a
long survey outweighed the risks of item confusion. Resulting scale scores should be free of this
bias through the inclusion of both positively and negatively worded items, enhancing construct
validity (Baron, 2017; DeVellis, 2003).
Because the constructs being measured related to teacher effectiveness, it was anticipated
that the item means and response variances might be skewed toward the high end of the response
range. However, I worded the item statements sufficiently strongly in order to elicit a range of
responses. The survey included 61 items: 29 for positive relationships, and 32 for classroom
environment.
Description of variables. In this research, I measured teacher attitudes rather than
behaviors through a self-report tool. I also focused on affective aspects of the classroom rather
than instructional practices or self-efficacy. As I used the literature review to identify the critical
components of my two major constructs, I developed working definitions of the sub-constructs.
These definitions are as follows:
Teacher Attitudes: The set of dispositions, judgments, or perceptions in response to a
stimulus, either favorably or unfavorably (e.g., about children, about teaching, about
pupil control).
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Positive Relationships: Interpersonal interactions between teacher and students,
characterized by teacher affirming, motivating, encouraging, patience, gentleness, and an
overall love of children.


Teacher-Student Relationship: Interpersonal interactions between teacher and
students.



Teacher-Student Conflict: Interpersonal interactions between teacher and students
that are characterized by conflict (e.g., teachers minimize the amount of conflict
in relationships with students; reframe anger and frustration into more productive
interactions).



Caring: Caring for and about students (e.g., listening, taking the time to know
students, and understanding the concerns and questions of students).



Feedback: Giving students evaluative information on their actions in the
classroom, used as a basis for improvement.



Equity: Equitable treatment of students, where teachers treat students fairly and
with respect.

Empowering Classroom: Creating a motivating classroom through teacher behaviors and
attitudes that lead to student empowerment, releasing teacher authoritarian control, and
building positive relationships with students.


Supportive Climate: The classroom as a relational setting to engage students
where teachers create inclusive, affirming, and successful learning environments.



Classroom Management: How teachers create the necessary structures to support
a well-managed classroom.

101



Control: The distribution of power in the classroom among the teacher and
students.



Guidance: Guiding the behavior of students, using positive, proactive guidance
strategies such as modeling, praise, and encouragement.



High Expectations: The degree to which teachers believe all students can be
successful.



Student Autonomy: The degree to which teachers value student independence and
empowerment, where students are able to engage in the learning environment
more independently and drive their own achievement.

Teacher Self-Efficacy: Teacher belief in his/her ability to affect student learning.
In addition to the items designed to result in a scale of the two overarching constructs, the
survey included demographic questions on: gender, years of teaching experience, current grade
taught, length of time teaching elementary grades, level of education, race, and ethnicity. Survey
questions also included questions about school composition, including school setting (urban,
suburban, rural), school type (public, private, charter), socioeconomic status of the students, and
race/ethnicity of the students in order to facilitate data analysis and determine if any of these
variables were statistically significant within the participant sample.
Response format. I developed two separate scales that were anticipated to be correlated,
as they focused on different, but related, aspects of affective attitudes yet work together to
provide a picture of effective teacher attitudes. These proposed item sets used a six-point Likerttype response format. Response categories were “strongly disagree,” “disagree,” “slightly
disagree,” “slightly agree,” “agree,” and “strongly agree.” Respondents were asked at the top
of each set of items to indicate how much they agreed or disagreed with the statements.
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For the demographic variables, the response format was a selection of categories related
to the information requested. For example, years of teaching experience included response
categories of “less than 1 year,” “between 1–3 years,” “between 3–5 years,” “between 5–10
years,” and “more than 10 years.” The race categories were the federally defined race
categories, and participants were able to mark all that applied.
Item pool review and testing. I went through four iterations of the proposed items with
my methodologist before sending the item pool out for feedback and pilot testing. I requested
feedback from a colleague on my second version of the item pool, asking for suggestions on item
wording and retention, thoughts on how well the items fit with the sub-constructs, and any other
thoughts. This feedback, in addition to further conversations with my methodologist, aided me
in reducing the item pool from 150 items to 115 items. I then reviewed each item, thinking about
how I would answer it as a teacher, and eliminated an additional 20 items while rewording others
for clarity. The version of 95 items was then submitted to the Antioch Survey Research group
for feedback on clarity of item wording and suggestions for edits.
Based on the comments and suggestions I received from the 14 Antioch Survey Research
Group members, I made several edits to the original items. I reworded some, clarified the
language of others, eliminated two items entirely, and fixed grammar and punctuation
errors. The group’s feedback was immensely helpful in my thinking about the wording used in
each question. The use of frequency or absolute words such as “every,” “all,” “each,” “often,”
and “always” elicited suggestions for editing, however I decided to leave these words in place as
I anticipated they would create an opportunity for teachers to think about those absolutes and
yield a wider distribution of responses.
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In addition, I sent the 95 items out to a panel of four professional colleagues with
expertise in elementary education for an initial expert review to determine face validity of the
items. The judges all had extensive experience in elementary education, as both teachers and
administrators. These experts were invited to rate how well each item fit with the sub-construct
it was designed to measure, using a six-point Likert scale ranging from “extremely good fit”
(weight = 6) to “extremely poor fit” (weight = 1). Overall, the experts agreed that most items
were a “good fit” or an “extremely good fit.” Any item that had a median score below 5.0 was
examined for rewording or elimination. Several of the items scoring 4.5 to 5.0 were reversescored items, and I made the assumption that respondents were unclear that the negatively
worded items would be reverse-scored, which contributed to the lower fit scores. I decided to
leave these items in the pool for the next round of feedback. I continued to track these items to
see if they performed poorly in future analysis, due to poor fit, or if the expert review scores
were due to my lack of communication about the inclusion of reverse-scored items.
The Survey Research Group and the expert panel both flagged two items that were
unclear or a poor fit; these were eliminated from the item pool. One additional item was flagged
and was extensively reworded to maintain the underlying content. These two feedback tests
resulted in the revised item pool of 93 items (Appendix E). Further examination of all items was
conducted with my methodologist prior to releasing the survey. Several items were reworded to
strengthen the statements and increase the likelihood of a range in responses. Any items that did
not clearly fit with the two main constructs of positive relationships and classroom environment
were deleted to minimize confusion and participant response fatigue. Additional items that were
redundant in content to other items were removed, keeping the item that was worded to most
closely represent the construct to be measured. The items in the Positive Relationships scale

104

were examined to ensure wording clearly identified the individual teacher-student relationships,
while the Classroom Environment scale items were worded to clearly identify that they
addressed the overall classroom. The item order for each scale was mixed in the survey to
ensure that reverse-worded items were spread out through the item pool in each scale rather than
clumping together. These edits resulted in a proposed item pool of 69 items, with 33 items in the
Positive Relationships scale and 36 items in the Classroom Environment scale.
Pilot test. This version of the survey was sent out in a pilot format to practicing
elementary teachers in the United States to ensure that proposed items were performing as
expected and eliciting a range of responses. Twenty people participated in the pilot survey, with
thirteen responding to all items in the two scales. The responses to the proposed scale items
were evaluated to determine whether they elicited a sufficient range of responses and whether
responses to similar items varied enough to keep both items.
Items that had a weighted average of 5.8 or higher were examined in depth to evaluate
the response range. Items that primarily elicited a response of “strongly agree” with minimal
other responses were eliminated. These items were, “Building rapport with students is one of the
most critical parts of my role as a teacher,” and “I feel concern for my students’ well-being.” Six
additional items were eliminated due to being very similar to another item where both items
received nearly or exactly the same distribution of responses. These items were, “I genuinely
care about each student’s progress,” “I am consistent in my response to student actions,” “I
create a caring community in my classroom,” “I have established routines for classroom
management,” “Having high expectations for every student in my classroom is an important part
of my teaching,” and “In my classroom, I create opportunities for students to work in their own
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ways.” The final proposed scales had a total of 61 items, 29 in the Positive Relationships scale
and 32 items in the Classroom Environment scale.
Survey design. Abell et al. (2009) discussed the importance of the design of the study in
collecting information from respondents. They gave three reminders: to create a navigational
path for all information on every page of a survey; provide visuals to keep respondents on track;
and insert additional visuals, as appropriate, to interrupt established patterns and to redirect
attention when it should be shifted. I used SurveyMonkey® to design my survey and collect
responses. I added visuals as recommended by Abell et al. (2009). Baron (2017) stated:
Paying particular attention to a few key practices maximizes the potential of engaging
respondents in the survey and research. For example, showing the respondent respect,
limiting survey length, providing information, highlighting intrinsic rewards, and
facilitating narrative input, all serve to engage the respondent and enhance the
conversational nature of survey instruments. (in press)
I ensured that the design of the survey took these recommendations into account to provide an
engaging and meaningful experience for participants.
Survey administration. I distributed the proposed items in an electronic survey format
using SurveyMonkey®, a tool to design and gather data from surveys. In order to ensure that I
would have enough completed responses to both of the proposed scales, I created two versions of
the survey. The first version (see Appendix A) had the items for the Positive Relationships scale
first, followed by the Classroom Environment scale. The second version had the Classroom
Environment scale items first, followed by the Positive Relationships items (Questions 8–12
became Questions 3–7 and vice versa). The remainder of the survey was identical in both
versions. In order to conduct the level of data analysis needed for scale development research, I
chose to use Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) Statistics Standard and AMOS
for two reasons. First, SurveyMonkey® provides data exports to SPSS which made transfer of
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data from my survey collection very easy and less prone to mistakes in data entry. Second, I
have basic training using SPSS, and felt the program was user-friendly and I had sufficient
support from my methodologist to complete the needed analysis. In addition, I added AMOS
onto the SPSS subscription to complete CFA, and also received support from my methodologist
in its use.
Data Analysis
In the following sections, I discuss the multiple types of data analysis used in this study.
These include descriptive analysis; factor analysis using Principal Components Analysis (PCA),
convergent validity, reliability, and Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA); and comparative
analysis using t-tests and analysis of variance (ANOVA) in SPSS, and tests for metric invariance
in AMOS. Outlier responses were examined and removed, using a test for outliers in AMOS.
Descriptive analysis. Three sets of statistics were computed for each item, using SPSS:
percentage of respondents making each response, mean and standard deviation, and measures of
skewness and kurtosis. The measures of skewness and kurtosis were examined for all items prior
to conducting factor analysis to determine whether items were normally distributed. Several
authors (Abell et al., 2009; Baron, 2017; Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013) suggested that items with
levels of skewness > 2.5 or > 3.0 should be eliminated. To ensure that all proposed items are
related to the overarching construct, I ran bivariate correlations for the items related to positive
relationships and the items related to classroom environment. Items that did not exhibit
reasonable correlation of ≥ .30 with at least one other item were eliminated prior to factor
analysis (Baron, 2017).
Factor analysis. In order to refine the item pool in this study into two final scales, factor
analysis was used to select the items that best represent each dimension within the emergent
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scales. Exploratory factor analysis was conducted using PCA, followed by reliability analysis
for the proposed scales. I used the KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of
Sphericity to determine if the sample size was adequate to conduct factor analysis (Comrey &
Lee, 1992). Finally, confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS.
Principal components analysis. I used the following decision rules to guide the factor
analysis process (Baron, 2017). Eigenvalues greater than 1 and scree tests of percentage of
variance explained assisted me in making determinations about items and their resulting factors
(Baron, 2017; Hinkin, 1998; Spector, 1992; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). To determine
factor retention, I used eigenvalues, which helped to determine the overall importance of a given
factor and its contribution to the scale (Baron, 2017; Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). I used a
scree test utilizing relative values of eigenvalues in order to estimate the correct number of
factors (Worthington & Whittaker, 2006). Following the determination of how many factors
existed, varimax factor rotation was used to indicate how strongly each item related to the factor
(Abell et al., 2009; Spector, 1992).
DeVellis (2003) and Baron (2017) recommended factor loadings of .40, which were
tested in this research for both proposed scales. Components emerged from PCA, and labels that
accurately represented the underlying theoretical constructs of the factors were assigned.
Convergent validity. The 12-item Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) is available for use in research from Ohio State University (see
Permission to Use Letter in Appendix F). This scale measures teachers’ sense of efficacy in
student engagement, instructional practices, and classroom management. I included the fouritem subscale on classroom management self-efficacy within the survey to determine convergent
validity. I anticipated that results would demonstrate consistent patterns between the teacher
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efficacy scale and my scales, yet also demonstrate that my attitude items were measuring a
different construct than teacher self-efficacy, justifying the use of the new scales. This
convergent validity would be indicated by items from the Woolfolk Hoy efficacy scale loading
on different factors than those in my two attitude scales, as well as by examining the correlations
between the efficacy factor and the proposed scale factors.
Reliability. Cronbach’s alpha was used to measure the reliability of the two scales, as it
is an indication of how much of the variance in scale scores is attributable to the true score
(DeVellis, 2003). I used SPSS to calculate alpha for each scale, and for all versions without one
of the items. Ideally, the resulting alpha would be higher than .70, although DeVellis (2003)
stated that .65 can be minimally acceptable, especially for exploratory research. Hinkin (1998)
recommended that any items with a correlation of less than .40 be deleted. These formulas were
useful in determining which items to remove from the item pool for the final scales. In order to
facilitate scale brevity, I intended to have approximately 15–25 items in each of the final scales,
ideally including a mix of positively and negatively worded items.
Confirmatory factor analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted using AMOS
to determine the best model fit and to further reduce the items within the two scales. I used
modification indices and covariance procedures to help identify the best items for the emergent
scales. I also used goodness-of-fit indices, including chi-square, Comparative Fit Index, and root
mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) to select among competing models.
Comparative analysis. I used SPSS to conduct independent sample t-tests and analysis
of variance (ANOVA) to examine differences between groups based on demographic categories
mentioned earlier in this chapter. I also used Tukey’s post hoc tests to determine the strength of
the relationship between the variables (Mayers, 2013). The demographic variables included:
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gender, years of teaching experience, current grade taught, length of time teaching elementary
grades, level of education, race, ethnicity, school setting (urban, suburban, rural), and school type
(public, private, charter); and questions about the school composition, including socio-economic
status of the students, home language of the students, and race/ethnicity of the students. The
dependent variable used in this analysis was the factor scores of the proposed items. Using
ANOVA determined where there were significant differences between the control variables
outlined in the participant demographics section and responses to the emergent scales. This
helped to identify whether participants responded to items in specific subscales differently as a
result of experience or teaching assignment, for example.
I then tested for metric invariance using AMOS’ group comparison analysis in order to
examine differences in groups for the CFA models for each emergent scale. I set up a model for
each factor and compared two groups at a time, using those that were identified as having a
significant difference in the ANOVA or t-test results from SPSS. The results from the test for
metric invariance provided information about whether the scales performed differently based on
group membership in a demographic variable.
Summary
The Teacher Affective Attitudes Inventory was developed through responses to a survey
by over 400 practicing elementary teachers in the United States. The final self-assessment
instrument will help teachers to engage in self-reflection about their attitudes toward building
positive relationships with students and toward creating an empowering classroom environment.
The results of the analysis for each research question are discussed in detail in the next chapter.
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Chapter IV: Research Findings and Results
The purpose of this research study was to develop and test two scales that measure
teacher attitudes toward affective aspects of effective teaching with regard to positive teacherstudent relationships and creating an empowering classroom environment. This chapter
describes the results of the scale development and analysis process using exploratory and
confirmatory factor analysis. This chapter describes in detail the results from the scale
development process for both the Positive Relationships scale and the Classroom Environment
scale, including the data cleaning process, information about the research participants, and the
statistical analysis that was completed. Following the examination of participant demographics,
I address each research question for this study in turn:
RQ1a: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to positive relationships with students?
RQ1b: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to creating an empowering classroom environment?
RQ2: What subscales emerge from factor analysis with the items designed to measure the
positive relationship and empowering classroom environment constructs?
RQ3: Do the scales that emerge demonstrate convergent validity as compared to
validated measures of teacher self-efficacy?
RQ4: Are there differences that emerge across subgroups of participants for each of the
validated scales that emerge?
Data Cleaning and Data File Preparation
Analysis began with sorting and cleaning the data collected via the survey. The survey
was delivered in two formats. Version A of the survey included the Positive Relationships scale
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items first as questions 3–7, followed by the Classroom Environment scale items in questions 8–
12, and included 353 participants. Version B included the Classroom Environment scale items
first, followed by the Positive Relationships items, with 330 participants. I exported each set of
results from SurveyMonkey® to Microsoft® Excel. Within Excel, I combined the data from both
survey versions into a single spreadsheet, beginning with the participant responses from version
A. I then copied the participant responses from Version B into the spreadsheet, carefully moving
the responses for Positive Relationships items into the aligned columns from the Version A
participants. Then I copied the Classroom Environment responses to align with the correct
response columns. This ensured that the responses on each item for all participants were in the
same data column. George and Mallery (2011) discussed options for cleaning up data due to
missing information. One can replace missing data in a variety of ways, or remove entire cases
from the dataset when the respondents did not answer essential questions for addressing the
overall research questions. I discuss the process used to clean the data next.
A total of 683 people opened the survey, with 83 individuals answering “No” to the first
of two qualifying questions: “Do you currently teach elementary (K–6) grades in the United
States?” An additional 74 people answered “No” to the second qualifying question: “Do you
teach in a grade level or other type of classroom (PE, music, art, special education, etc.)?”
Twelve people did not respond to the second qualifying question, and another 63 people did not
respond to any items in the survey after answering “Yes” to both qualifying questions. A total of
451 respondents completed at least part of the survey. After a detailed review of the 451 survey
cases, a total of 48 cases were removed because the respondents did not complete all items in at
least one of the two proposed scales (Table 4.1). These cases did not provide sufficient
information for the essential analysis.
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Table 4.1
Number of Partially Completed Surveys Deleted
Question Item
Results
1
2

3–6 or
8–11

Do you currently teach elementary
(K–6) grades in the United States?
Do you teach in a grade level or
other type of classroom (PE,
music, art, special education, etc.)?

All scale items for Positive
Relationships or all scale items for
Classroom Environment

83 answered “No”
and ended the survey
12 skipped
74 answered “No”
and ended the survey
63 answered “Yes”
but did not complete
any other questions
48 did not complete
all items on at least
one proposed scale

Participants
Remaining
600
451

403

Four hundred three participants were included in the data analysis. Of these 403
participants, 364 responded completely to both the Positive Relationships scale items and the
Classroom Environment scale items. An additional 28 participants responded completely to the
Positive Relationships scale items for a total of 392 cases, while an additional 11 responded
completely to the Classroom Environment scale items for a total of 375 cases. Outlier responses
were identified by building a test model in AMOS with all proposed scale items grouped into the
original theoretical constructs for each proposed scale. A test for outliers using Mahalanobis
distance (observations farthest from the centroid) was run in AMOS, and any outliers with a
Mahalanobis distance-squared greater than 75.00 were removed from the dataset. Five
participants had several outlier responses on the Positive Relationships scale items, so these
cases were removed, leaving a total of 387 cases. Seven participants had several outlier
responses on the Classroom Environment scale items, so these cases were removed, leaving a
total of 368 cases. Of the participants who completed both proposed scales, 361 participants also
completed the four Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy efficacy scale items, and 360
participants responded to some or all of the demographic questions.
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In order to prepare the data for analysis in SPSS, additional cleaning was needed after the
removal of incomplete responses. Variables were properly categorized as either nominal or
scale, with values assigned to match the response options in the survey. Several items in each of
the scales were written to be reverse-coded, eight in the Positive Relationships scale and seven in
the Classroom Environment scale. Prior to conducting the factor analysis, each of these items
was recoded so they could be analyzed in the same way as the rest of the scale items. Additional
variables were recoded to facilitate comparative analysis between groups of participants. These
will be discussed in detail in the results section for Research Question 4.
Description of Participants
The participants in this research were found through various forms of email networking,
referrals, and social media platforms as described in Chapter III. The next section summarizes
the demographics of the 360 participants who responded to the demographic questions included
in the survey.
Forty percent of the teachers who responded taught in Kindergarten through second
grades, with another 20.6 percent teaching at all elementary grade levels (K–6). The remaining
39.4 percent were split between teaching third and fourth grades (21.9%) and fifth and sixth
grades (17.5%). Most teachers (56.7%) had taught more than 10 years over their career, all in
elementary grades. Another 22.2 percent of participants had taught between five and ten years,
while the remaining 21.1 percent of respondents had taught less than five years (See Table 4.2).
Almost all of the participants had taught in elementary grades for their full teaching career.
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Table 4.2
Grade Level and Teaching Experience of Survey Participants
K–2
3–4
5–6
All (K–6)
Less than 1 year
Between 1–3 years
Between 3–5 years
Between 5–10 years
More than 10 years
Total

Frequency

Percent

144
79
63
74
8
33
35
80
204
360

40.0
21.9
17.5
20.6
2.2
9.2
9.7
22.2
56.7
100.0

Of the participants who responded to the question about their level of education (n =
358), 46.9 percent held a Bachelor’s degree, 42.7 percent held a Master’s degree, 8.7 percent
held a Specialist degree, and 1.7 percent held a doctorate degree. Most of the participants
(93.9%) were female and did not identify as Hispanic or Latino/a. Most of the participants who
responded about their race identified as White (91.2%), while the remaining identified as Black
or African American (5.9%), Asian (0.8%), American Indian or Alaska Native (0.6%), and Other
(1.4%) (Table 4.3). Six participants self-identified in more than one race category.
Table 4.3
Self-Identified Race of Participants
White
Black or African American
Asian
American Indian or Alaska
Native
Other
Total

Frequency

Percent

322
21
3

91.2
5.9
0.8

2

0.6

5
353

1.4
100.0
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Participants responded to demographic questions about the schools in which they taught.
Most participants (62.2%) taught in a public school, while most of the rest (31.9%) taught in a
private school, and a few taught in a charter school (5.8%). Many participants taught in
suburban areas (41.4%), with fewer participants teaching in rural areas (34.4%), or in urban areas
(24.2%). The participants represented 40 states and one U.S. territory (See Table 4.4).
Table 4.4
State or U.S. Territory Where Participants Taught
Alabama
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana
Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maryland
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota

Frequency

Percent

18
18
3
1
4
1
24
26
1
12
13
4
9
2
35
2
8
3
3
3
3
1
3
2
6
25
12

5.0
5.0
0.8
0.3
1.1
0.3
6.7
7.2
0.3
3.3
3.6
1.1
2.5
0.6
9.7
0.6
2.2
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.8
0.3
0.8
0.6
1.7
6.9
3.3
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Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
South Carolina
Tennessee
Texas
Utah
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
Puerto Rico
Total

2
12
2
3
10
28
25
6
11
4
1
2
9
3
360

0.6
3.3
0.6
0.8
2.8
7.8
6.9
1.7
3.1
1.1
0.3
0.6
2.5
0.8
100.0

The participants’ schools primarily (74.4%) enrolled between 250 and 1000 students (See
Table 4.5). The schools were fairly evenly distributed in socio-economic status, as measured by
students who qualified for free/reduced lunch. The participants reported that approximately one
quarter of schools had fewer than 10 percent of students who qualified for free/reduced lunch
(25.9%), or more than 75 percent of students who qualified for free/reduced lunch (28.4%). The
remaining schools had between 10–25 percent qualifying students (14.7%), between 26–50
percent qualifying students (12.6%), and between 51–75 percent qualifying students (18.4%)
(See Table 4.6).
Table 4.5
Student Enrollment in Participants’ Schools
Fewer than 100
Between 101–250
Between 250–500
Between 501–1000
More than 1000
Total

Frequency

Percent

17
75
148
109
10
359

4.7
20.9
41.2
30.4
2.8
100.0

117

Table 4.6
Percentage of Students Qualifying for Free/Reduced Lunch
Fewer than 10%
10–25%
26–50%
51–75%
More than 75%
Total

Frequency

Percent

90
51
44
64
99
348

25.9
14.7
12.6
18.4
28.4
100.0

Participants reported that most of their schools had fewer than 10 percent of children
enrolled that spoke a language other than English at home (53.9%), while 24.7 percent of schools
had an enrollment of 10–25 percent students who spoke another language than English at home
(See Table 4.7). Most of the schools (75.6%) had fewer than half of the enrolled students who
had a different racial/ethnic background from the participating teacher. In 10.5 percent of the
schools, teachers reported that between 51–75 percent of the students had a different racial/ethnic
background from the participating teacher, and 13.9 percent of teachers reported that more than
75 percent of the students had a different background (See Table 4.8).
Table 4.7
Percentage of Students Who Speak a Language Other
than English at Home
Fewer than 10%
10–25%
26–50%
51–75%
More than 75%
Total

Frequency

Percent

192
88
28
23
25
356

53.9
24.7
7.9
6.5
7.0
100.0
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Table 4.8
Percentage of Students with a Different Racial/Ethnic
Background than the Participant
Fewer than 10%
10–25%
26–50%
51–75%
More than 75%
Total

Frequency

Percent

83
113
71
37
49
353

23.5
32.0
20.1
10.5
13.9
100.0

Research Question 1a
The processes used to address the first question, does a validated scale emerge from
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis with statements related to positive relationships
with students, and the results are described next.
Descriptive statistics and correlations. Descriptive statistics were run for each of the
potential scale items in the Relationships scale. These included the mean, standard deviation,
and measures of skewness and kurtosis for each item (Table 4.9). The survey responses were
coded as 1 (strongly disagree), 2 (disagree), 3 (slightly disagree), 4 (slightly agree), 5 (agree),
and 6 (strongly agree).
Table 4.9
Descriptive Statistics for Potential Positive Relationships Scale Items (n = 387)
Mean Std. Deviation Skewness Kurtosis
It is easier for me to teach students 5.55
0.899
-2.975
10.571
when I have a positive relationship
with them.
PR_TSR2
Being approachable is an
5.67
0.741
-3.886
20.015
essential part of my role as a
teacher.
PR_TSR3_R I find it difficult to build positive
5.01
1.124
-1.417
1.804
relationships with students who are
different from me.
PR_TSR1
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PR_TSR4
PR_TSR5
PR_TSR6
PR_TSC1
PR_TSC2_R
PR_TSC6_R
PR_TSC5

PR_CAR1
PR_TSC7_R
PR_CAR3

PR_TSC3

PR_TSC4_R
PR_FEE6

PR_EQU1
PR_FEE2_R
PR_EQU2
PR_FEE1

PR_CAR2_R

PR_CAR4

I have a strong relationship with
each student I teach.
I work hard to build trust with my
students.
I am very good at listening
actively to my students.
I almost always find something
positive about each student.
I often feel frustrated while
working with difficult students.
I often feel frustrated by students
who need more help.
I almost always give positive
feedback to students even if they
are challenging to work with.
It is very important to me to have
empathy for my students.
I frequently experience conflict
with my students.
Caring about every student is an
extremely important part of my
role as a teacher.
I am usually able to set aside my
negative emotions when I have a
conflict with students.
I find disruptive students very
difficult to work with.
I routinely give students
meaningful feedback about their
work.
I treat all students fairly.
Praising students makes them
think too highly of themselves.
I am respectful toward all of my
students.
I give constructive feedback to
students much more often than
critical feedback.
I am able to teach effectively
without knowing about my
students’ personal lives.
I take time to understand my
students' feelings.

4.89

0.975

-1.085

1.377

5.61

0.543

-1.103

0.779

5.24

0.674

-0.678

1.054

5.51

0.595

-0.850

0.135

3.66

1.328

0.127

-0.845

4.65

1.163

-0.640

-0.513

5.22

0.709

-0.777

1.075

5.47

0.742

-2.378

10.129

5.20

0.935

-1.666

3.553

5.76

0.490

-2.056

4.301

5.11

0.828

-1.466

4.514

3.81

1.280

0.054

-0.873

5.23

0.703

-1.030

2.675

5.41
4.90

0.605
1.450

-0.911
-1.545

2.392
1.396

5.59

0.588

-2.219

11.587

5.16

0.764

-0.730

0.527

3.69

1.502

-0.194

-1.111

5.28

0.688

-1.061

3.431
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PR_FEE4

Praising students helps them feel
good about their achievements.
PR_FEE3
My feedback helps students know
how to be successful.
PR_FEE5_R I give students negative feedback
to help them improve their
behavior.
PR_EQU3
I respond to students with respect,
even in difficult situations.
PR_EQU4
I am sensitive to the culture and
heritage of each student I teach.
PR_EQU6
I am responsive to students'
individual needs.
PR_EQU7
I strongly encourage students to
express their own opinions.

5.47

0.695

-1.622

4.328

5.40

0.629

-0.865

1.596

4.02

1.370

-0.285

-0.817

5.31

0.603

-0.258

-0.624

5.36

0.674

-1.196

3.978

5.43

0.587

-0.466

-0.682

5.27

0.668

-0.579

0.190

The measures of skewness and kurtosis were examined to determine if any items needed
to be removed due to distribution of responses deviating significantly from a normal distribution
curve. Items that had measures of skewness ≥ ±2.5 and kurtosis ≥ ±3.0 demonstrated that most
or all responses were towards one end of the response range and that most or all responses were
in the same category. These items would be unlikely to differentiate between responses in a way
that would meaningfully contribute to a final scale (George & Mallery, 2011). Two items were
removed: PR_TSR1 and PR_TRS2. Some additional items demonstrated high absolute values of
kurtosis, with most of the responses in a narrow range of the response categories. However, this
was anticipated due to the positive nature of the item wording as well as the likelihood of
teachers responding in positive ways, so these items were retained for factor analysis.
Bivariate correlations were calculated for each item with every other proposed item.
Those items that did not correlate with at least one other item ≥ .30 were discarded. All items
were intended to address the same overarching concept of positive relationships with students, so
if correlations were weak (< .30), the item shared less than nine percent (.30 x .30) of their
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variance. A further three items, PR_FEE2_R, PR_CAR2_R, and PR_FEE5_R, were removed
due to weak correlations.
Exploratory factor analysis. Principal components analysis (PCA) was used to
determine the number of factors in the scale, and the items that loaded onto each factor. Prior to
running PCA, the KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were
used to ensure the sample size was sufficient to conduct factor analysis. The sample size was
“marvelous” (Field, 2013; George & Mallery, 2011), with m = .926 and a significance of .000.
The value of m should be between .800 and 1.000, indicating an adequate sample size for factor
analysis. PCA was used with varimax rotation, an orthogonal rotation used to “maximize the
dispersion of loadings within factors… resulting in more interpretable clusters of factors” (Field,
2013, p. 681). Variables that loaded on multiple factors were deleted with each subsequent
iteration, as multiple loadings mean the item could measure more than one factor (Kahn, 2006).
PCA was run using a .40 cutoff (Kahn, 2006) for this scale. I experimented with cutoffs
of .30 and .35 for this scale, but items loaded on too many factors that did not have clear
identities with the lower cutoffs. In the first round of PCA using a .40 cutoff, five components or
factors with an eigenvalue > 1.0 were extracted. I did not consider components with eigenvalues
≤ 1.0 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Three items loaded onto more than one component and were
deleted for the next round (PR_TSR6, PR_CAR4, and PR_EQU6). In the second iteration, five
components resulted again, with an additional one item deleted due to loading on multiple
components (PR_TSC1). The third round, converging at 28 rather than the default 25 iterations,
generated four components with three items loading on multiple components. These items,
PR_TSR3_R, PR_TSC7_R, and PR_FEE6, were all deleted. In the fourth iteration, three
components were generated with no items loading on more than one component. The three
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factors are estimated to explain 48.99 percent of the total variance. Table 4.10 shows the final
item loadings for the resulting three components.
Table 4.10
Factor Loadings for the Positive Relationships Scale Based on PCA
1
PR_FEE3 My feedback helps students know how to
be successful.
PR_FEE1 I give constructive feedback to students
much more often than critical feedback.
PR_EQU3 I respond to students with respect, even in
difficult situations.
PR_FEE4 Praising students helps them feel good
about their achievements.
PR_EQU4 I am sensitive to the culture and heritage
of each student I teach.
PR_EQU1 I treat all students fairly.
PR_EQU2 I am respectful toward all of my students.
PR_TSC5 I almost always give positive feedback to
students even if they are challenging to work with.
PR_TSC3 I am usually able to set aside my negative
emotions when I have a conflict with students.
PR_EQU7 I strongly encourage students to express
their own opinions.
PR_TSC2_R I often feel frustrated while working
with difficult students.
PR_TSC4_R I find disruptive students very difficult
to work with.
PR_TSC6_R I often feel frustrated by students who
need more help.
PR_CAR3 Caring about every student is an
extremely important part of my role as a teacher.
PR_CAR1 It is very important to me to have empathy
for my students.
PR_TSR5 I work hard to build trust with my
students.
PR_TSR4 I have a strong relationship with each
student I teach.

Component
2

3

.727
.659
.642
.613
.611
.585
.524
.509
.477
.411
.843
.804
.744
.787
.662
.599
.502

Note. Factor loadings <.40 are suppressed. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
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Component 1 contained items with themes of responding to and interacting with students
in positive, fair, respectful, and equitable ways. I named this component Positive Interactions.
The items making up Component 2 were all part of one predicted construct: Teacher-Student
Conflict. These three items are related to how teachers respond to students when there is conflict
in the relationship, so I named the component Managing Conflict. The third component
contained items related to building positive, supportive relationships with students that are based
on trust and caring. The four items were part of two predicted constructs: Caring and TeacherStudent Relationships. I named this component Caring Relationships.
Reliability statistics. Following PCA, I ran reliability statistics to determine if the
resulting components, known as a subscale, would be stronger if any of the items were deleted.
For the first factor, Cronbach’s alpha was .830, and no deletion of any item would have had an
effect on the reliability. The second factor had an alpha of .785, and no deletions would have
increased reliability. Cronbach’s alpha for the third factor was .624, with no deletions warranted.
Confirmatory factor analysis. PCA is a form of exploratory factor analysis, used to
narrow scale results to an appropriate and manageable number of factors and items.
Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is then used to confirm the fit of the data to a proposed
model, including the subscales and item loadings that resulted from the exploratory factor
analysis (Brown, 2015; Kahn, 2006). For the Positive Relationships scale, the initial 29 survey
items were reduced to 17 items through PCA and reliability statistics. The three factors and the
remaining items were then analyzed using CFA in AMOS.
Several considerations were made to determine the best fit during the CFA process, and
to identify which items should remain as part of the final Positive Relationships scale (Brown,
2015). Brown (2015) cautioned that goodness-of-fit measures should not be the exclusive
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measure of model fit. In addition, the researcher should also consider “localized areas of strain”
(Brown, 2015, p. 96) and parameter estimates. Model fit for this scale was tested using common
indices useful in reporting CFA (Jackson, Gillaspy, & Purc-Stephenson, 2009). Four goodnessof-fit indices were used:


Chi-square (χ2) and chi-square divided by degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF) for
absolute fit



Comparative fit index (CFI) for comparative or incremental fit



Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) for fit adjusting for model
parsimony

Modification indices were used in addition to the goodness-of-fit indices to “identify
focal areas of misfit in a CFA solution” (Brown, 2015, p. 97). When the modification index is
high between two items, it is recommended that one of the items be deleted, or that the items are
covaried to improve the model fit (Gaskin, 2013). There is no set cutoff for modification
indices, so I evaluated outliers. In this scale, any modification index higher than 10 was
examined.
CFA is an iterative process with modifications made after each round of evaluation of the
data. Decisions about which items to retain were based on several criteria. If an item exhibited
an unusually low loading on the factor, it was considered for deletion. When the modification
index was high between two items, the model was evaluated for whether to remove one item or
to covary the items. The fit indices for each round of the CFA are shown in Table 4.11, along
with any item deletions or covariances. During each run, the goodness-of-fit indices were
evaluated along with the modification indices and standardized residual covariances (Brown,
2015). Even though the overall goodness-of-fit indices were reasonable in Round 1 and Round
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2, the model was improved by covarying two pairs of variables due to modification indices
higher than 10 (Gaskin, 2013). The resulting scale has 15 items. The final model with
correlations is shown in Figure 4.1.
Table 4.11
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Process for the Positive Relationships Scale
CMIN/DF CFI
RMSEA Item deletion or covariance
χ2
Round 1
224.3
1.934
.941
.049
PR_EQU7 deleted due to very
p = .000
low loading (.47)
PR_FEE4 deleted due to high
modification index with
PR_FEE3 (41.31)
Round 2
128.7
1.480
.973
.035
Covary PR_EQU1 and
p = .002
PR_EQU2 due to modification
index
Covary PR_CAR1 and
PR_CAR3 due to modification
index
Round 3
112.3
1.321
.983
.029
None
p = .025
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Figure 4.1. Positive Relationships scale model resulting from confirmatory factor analysis.
Correlations between factors and items are shown. Range is 0–1.
Model fit. By the third round of CFA, the goodness-of-fit indices were all within
acceptable levels. In CFA, a chi-square is ideally close to 0 and not statistically significant. In
the final round of CFA, the chi-square was reduced closer to 0, and the significance was also
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reduced. However, chi-square is influenced by sample size and larger samples are almost always
likely to be significant (Arbuckle, 2012; Kahn, 2006). The CMIN/DF index was also included to
address this sample size issue because it represents chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom
(Kahn, 2006). Arbuckle (2012) stated that an ideal range for CMIN/DF is a ratio of 3 to 1 or
less. The final CMIN/DF for this scale was 1.321, well within the acceptable range. The
acceptable range for CFI is > .95, and < .06 for RMSEA (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In this model,
the final CFI was .983 and the RMSEA was .029. Based on the results of the CFA, the multidimensional scale with three factors (Positive Interactions, Managing Conflict, and Caring
Relationships) and the 15 items met goodness-of-fit standards. This indicates that the model
supports the proposed theory that the three factors measure the underlying construct of Positive
Relationships.
Validity and reliability. Following the model fit, I evaluated the validity and reliability
of the resulting model for Positive Relationships. The composite reliability (CR) should be > .70
for each factor (Kahn, 2006). To measure convergent validity, the average variance extracted
(AVE) should be > .50; while for discriminant validity, the maximum shared variance (MSV)
should be less than the AVE for each factor (Gaskin, 2016). The correlations between each
factor should be < .80 to determine discriminant validity and ≥ .50 to demonstrate convergent
validity (Gaskin, 2013).
Table 4.12 shows the results on the validity and reliability analysis for the model. The
Positive Interactions factor and the Managing Conflict factor demonstrate good reliability at .816
and .788, respectively. However, the Caring Relationships factor is below the recommended
cutoff at .652. The Managing Conflict factor demonstrates acceptable convergent validity within
the factor with AVE = .554, but the other two factors have AVE measures below .500, indicating
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possible convergent validity concerns. In future research, the factors could be examined for item
removal of low-loading variables to improve AVE, however the Caring Relationships factor
would need strengthening in other ways should an item be removed so it retains at least three
items (Ullman, 2013). The Managing Conflict factor has MSV = .317, which is less than the
AVE score and demonstrates discriminant validity. However, the MSV for Positive Interactions
and for Caring Relationships are both higher than their respective AVE measures, indicating
possible discriminant validity concerns. Future research could examine the items on these two
factors together to see where one or more items is cross-loading, and could be considered for
removal. This could strengthen the MSV for each factor. Overall, the correlations between
factors are below .800, demonstrating discriminant validity among the three factors (See Figure
4.1). The correlations between each pair of factors is also greater than .500, demonstrating
convergent validity and providing additional evidence that the three factors seem to be
measuring the same latent variable of Positive Relationships.
Table 4.12
Validity and Reliability Measures for the Positive Relationships Scale
CR
AVE
MSV
Positive Interactions
.816
.360
.634
Managing Conflict

.788

.554

.317

Caring Relationships

.652

.322

.634

Research Question 1b
The analysis and results for the second research question, does a validated scale emerge
from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis with statements related to creating an
empowering classroom environment, follow next.
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Descriptive statistics and correlations. Descriptive statistics were run for each of the
potential scale items in the Classroom Environment scale, including the mean, standard
deviation, and measures of skewness and kurtosis for each item (Table 4.13). As with the
Positive Relationships scale, the survey responses were coded as 1 (strongly disagree), 2
(disagree), 3 (slightly disagree), 4 (slightly agree), 5 (agree), and 6 (strongly agree).
Table 4.13
Descriptive Statistics for Potential Classroom Environment Scale Items (n = 368)
Mean Std. Deviation Skewness
CE_MGT4
I use strategies such as space,
5.63
0.547
-1.135
proximity, and movement around the
classroom to engage student attention.
CE_CLI1
I create a very supportive classroom
5.59
0.541
-0.819
climate.
CE_CON3_R I often respond with frustration when
4.19
1.177
-0.374
students are loud in my classroom.
CE_CLI2
I create situations in my classroom for 5.44
0.597
-0.628
each student to experience success.
CE_CLI3
An important part of my job is to
5.39
0.699
-1.088
create a student-centered classroom.
CE_CON2_R Students need to be controlled to
3.46
1.343
0.037
maintain order in my classroom.
CE_CLI5
I actively work to prevent situations
5.26
0.770
-1.608
that cause students to lose peer respect
in my classroom.
CE_CLI4
In my classroom, students are free to
4.89
0.867
-0.520
speak their minds.
CE_CON1
It is definitely more important to
4.37
1.190
-0.574
empower students in the classroom
than to maintain my authority.
CE_MGT1
My classroom management
5.24
0.650
-0.521
encourages students to develop selfdiscipline.
CE_CON4
I involve students in creating
4.95
1.100
-1.133
classroom rules of behavior.
CE_GUI3
I primarily use proactive guidance
5.17
0.668
-0.483
strategies in my classroom to manage
student behavior.

Kurtosis
0.291

-0.444
-0.700
-0.118
1.553
-0.870
5.598

0.052
-0.137

0.386

0.813
0.339
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CE_CON5_R I feel frustrated when students talk out
without raising their hands in
my classroom.
CE_MGT2
I arrange my classroom in ways that
promote active learning.
CE_CON6_R It is more important for me to maintain
control in my classroom than to
maintain relationships with students.
CE_MGT3
I use strategies such as space,
proximity, and movement around the
classroom to discourage challenging
behavior.
CE_GUI1
Positive reinforcement is much better
than punishment for guiding behavior
in the classroom.
CE_GUI4
It is more important to affirm positive
student behaviors than to address
negative behaviors in my classroom.
CE_CON7
I encourage my students to take
responsibility for the success of our
classroom.
CE_GUI2_R Strict discipline is the most effective
way to manage student behavior in the
classroom.
CE_GUI5
I maintain each student’s dignity when
I have to use discipline in
my classroom.
CE_GUI6
I frequently give consequences to the
whole class for behaviors of a few.
CE_AUT3
My classroom encourages students to
be independent learners.
CE_AUT5
I give students responsibility for
leadership in my classroom.
CE_EXP3
I consistently communicate my high
expectations to students in my
classroom.
CE_GUI7
I implement classroom rules of
behavior in consistent ways for all
students.
CE_EXP2
I expect every student I teach to be
successful.
CE_EXP1_R A student's background is the main
influence on his or her success in my
classroom.

3.57

1.191

0.193

-0.650

5.41

0.650

-0.951

1.108

4.60

1.129

-0.761

0.170

5.26

0.826

-2.086

7.777

5.25

0.801

-0.903

0.464

4.90

0.917

-0.786

0.895

5.45

0.565

-0.500

-0.190

4.22

1.182

-0.438

-0.433

5.17

0.752

-1.215

3.604

4.86

1.199

-1.037

0.320

5.28

0.645

-0.589

0.495

5.28

0.712

-1.057

2.199

5.51

0.631

-0.971

0.194

5.41

0.666

-1.298

3.443

5.50

0.609

-0.937

0.609

4.40

1.336

-0.764

-0.207
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CE_EXP4
CE_AUT1

CE_AUT2

CE_AUT4

My expectations of students in my
class are high, but appropriate.
My classroom provides many
opportunities for students to be
responsible for their own learning.
My classroom encourages students to
work on their own individual learning
needs.
I expect students to take the initiative
for their learning in my classroom.

5.52

0.595

-1.217

2.946

5.33

0.711

-1.173

2.732

5.12

0.816

-0.869

0.960

4.92

0.975

-0.995

1.184

The measures of skewness and kurtosis were examined to determine if any items needed
to be removed due to distribution of responses deviating significantly from a normal distribution
curve. Items that had measures of skewness ≥ ±2.0 and kurtosis ≥ ±3.0 demonstrated that most
or all responses were towards one end of the response range and that most or all responses were
in the same category. Only CE_MGT3 was removed due to skewness and kurtosis. Some items
had absolute values of kurtosis above 3.0, however, this was anticipated due to the positive
nature of the item wording as well as the likelihood of teachers responding in positive ways, so
these items were retained for factor analysis.
Bivariate correlations were calculated for each item with every other proposed item.
Those items that did not correlate with at least one other item ≥ .30 were discarded. All items
were intended to address the same overarching concept of an empowering classroom
environment, so if correlations were weak (< .30), the item shared less than nine percent (.30 x
.30) of their variance. One item did not correlate with any other items and was deleted
(CE_EXP1_R). A further three items were removed due to weak correlations of < .35 with only
one other item (CE_CLI4, CE_CON5_R, and CE_GUI6_R).
Exploratory factor analysis. Principal components analysis (PCA) was used to
determine the number of factors in the scale, and the items that loaded onto each factor. Prior to
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running PCA, the KMO Measure of Sampling Adequacy and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity were
used to ensure the sample size was sufficient to conduct factor analysis. The sample size was
“marvelous” (Field, 2013; George & Mallery, 2011), with m = .900 and a significance of .000.
A value of m higher than .800 indicates an adequate sample size for factor analysis. PCA was
again used with varimax rotation. Variables that loaded on multiple factors were deleted with
each subsequent iteration.
PCA was run using a .30 cutoff (Kahn, 2006) for this scale because the number of
components was not reducing below five components when run with a .40 and .35 cutoff and the
scree plot indicated three or four components. In addition, the components that were emerging
from PCA were difficult to interpret due to the variety of theoretical constructs of items loading
onto each component. In the first round of PCA, six components or factors were found with an
eigenvalue > 1.0. I did not consider components with eigenvalues ≤ 1.0 (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2013). Twelve items loaded onto more than one component and were deleted for the next round
(CE_CON3_R, CE_EXP4, CE_MGT4, CE_CLI2, CE_CLI5, CE_MGT1, CE_GUI3,
CE_MGT2, CE_CON7, CE_GUI5, CE_AUT3, and CE_AUT5). In the second iteration, four
components were extracted, with no additional items loading on multiple components. The four
factors are estimated to explain 55.04 percent of the total variance. Table 4.14 shows the final
item loadings for the resulting three components.
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Table 4.14
Factor Loadings for the Classroom Environment Scale Based on PCA
1
.802

Component
2
3

4

CE_AUT2 My classroom encourages students to work
on their own individual learning needs.
CE_AUT1 My classroom provides many opportunities
.797
for students to be responsible for their own learning.
CE_CLI3 An important part of my job is to create a
.644
student-centered classroom.
CE_AUT4 I expect students to take the initiative for
.523
their learning in my classroom.
CE_CON4 I involve students in creating classroom
.427
rules of behavior.
CE_GUI7 I implement classroom rules of behavior in
.777
consistent ways for all students.
CE_EXP2 I expect every student I teach to be
.748
successful.
CE_EXP3 I consistently communicate my high
.731
expectations to students in my classroom.
CE_CLI1 I create a very supportive classroom climate.
.555
CE_CON2_R Students need to be controlled to
.760
maintain order in my classroom.
CE_CON6_R It is more important for me to maintain
.750
control in my classroom than to maintain relationships
with students.
CE_GUI2_R Strict discipline is the most effective way
.691
to manage student behavior in the classroom.
CE_GUI4 It is more important to affirm positive student
.831
behaviors than to address negative behaviors in
my classroom.
CE_GUI1 Positive reinforcement is much better than
.752
punishment for guiding behavior in the classroom.
CE_CON1 It is definitely more important to empower
.547
students in the classroom than to maintain my authority.
Note. Factor loadings <.30 are suppressed. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Component 1 contained items with themes of encouraging student autonomy and
independence, and creating a classroom that centers around the students’ needs and interests. I
named this component Student Centered. The items making up Component 2 related to holding
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and communicating high, consistent expectations for all students that support their success, so I
named the component High Expectations. The third component contained items related to
control and discipline in the classroom, and were all reverse-coded items. I named this
component Teacher Control. The remaining items making up Component 4 related to positive
guidance approaches such as affirmation, reinforcement, and empowerment, so I named this
component Positive Guidance.
Reliability statistics. Following PCA, I ran reliability statistics to determine if the
resulting subscales would be stronger if any of the items were deleted. For the first factor,
Cronbach’s alpha was .669, but deletion of CE_CON4 would increase alpha to .712 so the item
was deleted. The second factor had an alpha of .723, and no deletion of any item would have
improved the reliability. Cronbach’s alpha for the third factor was .636, with no deletions
warranted. The fourth factor had an alpha of .607, but deletion of CE_CON1 would increase
alpha to .660. However, a two-item factor is not recommended (Ullman, 2013), so I retained
CE_CON1 for the confirmatory factor analysis.
Confirmatory factor analysis. The initial 32 survey items for the Classroom
Environment scale were reduced to 14 items through PCA and reliability statistics. The four
components with the remaining items were analyzed through CFA using AMOS. Several
considerations were made to determine the best fit during the CFA process, and to identify which
items should remain in the final Classroom Environment scale (Brown, 2015). Model fit for this
scale was tested using four common goodness-of-fit indices:


Chi-square (χ2) and chi-square divided by degrees of freedom (CMIN/DF) for
absolute fit



Comparative fit index (CFI) for comparative or incremental fit
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Root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) for fit adjusting for model
parsimony

Modification indices were used in addition to the goodness-of-fit indices to recommend
potential items for deletion. When the modification index is high between two items, it is
recommended that one of the items be deleted, or that the items are covaried to improve the
model fit (Gaskin, 2013). As for the Positive Relationships scale, I examined any modification
indices greater than 10.
Decisions about which items to retain through the iterative CFA process were based on
several criteria. The third factor, Teacher Control, included three reverse-scored items that did
not appear to have a strong theoretical basis. The loading of these items was most likely due to
their jointly shared negative reference or a method effect: “Method effect exists when additional
covariation among indicators is introduced by the measurement approach” (Brown, 2015, p. 3).
In CFA, I initially included this factor to check model fit, and found that it had very low
correlations with the other three factors. As a result, I deleted this component with the
negatively worded items as it did not appear to be measuring the same underlying construct.
If two items had a high modification index, the model was evaluated for whether to
remove one item or to covary the items. The fit indices for each round of the CFA are shown in
Table 4.15, along with any item deletions or covariances. During each run, the goodness-of-fit
indices were evaluated along with the modification indices and standardized residual covariances
(Brown, 2015). Even though the overall goodness-of-fit indices were reasonable in Round 1 and
Round 2, the model was improved by covarying two pairs of variables due to modification
indices higher than 10 (Gaskin, 2013). The resulting scale has 11 items. The final model with
correlations is shown in Figure 4.2.
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Table 4.15
Confirmatory Factor Analysis Process for the Classroom Environment Scale
CMIN/DF
CFI
RMSEA Item deletion or covariance
χ2
Round 1
149.4
2.104
.930
.055
Delete Teacher Control factor
p = .000
with three items, due to method
effect
Round 2
75.6
1.844
.962
.048
Covary CE_AUT2 and
p = .001
CE_AUT4 due to modification
index
Covary CE_EXP3 and
CE_GUI7 due to modification
index
Round 3
57.8
1.481
.979
.036
None
p = .027
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Figure 4.2. Classroom Environment scale model resulting from confirmatory factor analysis.
Correlations between factors and items are shown. Range is 0–1.
Model fit. By the third round of CFA, the goodness-of-fit indices were all well within
acceptable levels. In CFA, a chi-square is ideally close to 0 and not statistically significant. In
the final round of CFA, the chi-square was reduced closer to 0, and the significance was also
reduced. However, chi-square is influenced by sample size and larger samples are almost always
likely to be significant (Arbuckle, 2012; Kahn, 2006). The CMIN/DF index was also included to
address this sample size issue because it represents chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom
(Kahn, 2006). Arbuckle (2012) stated that an ideal range for CMIN/DF is a ratio of 3 to 1 or
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less. The final CMIN/DF for this scale was 1.481, well within the acceptable range. The
acceptable range for CFI is > .95, and < .06 for RMSEA (Hu & Bentler, 1999). In this model, the
final CFI was .979 and the RMSEA was .036. Based on the results of the CFA, the multidimensional scale with three factors (Student Centered, High Expectations, and Positive
Guidance) and the 11 items met goodness-of-fit standards.
Validity and reliability. Following the model fit, I evaluated the validity and reliability
of the resulting model for Classroom Environment. The composite reliability (CR) should be >
.70 for each factor (Kahn, 2006). To measure convergent validity, the average variance extracted
(AVE) should be > .50; while for discriminant validity, the maximum shared variance (MSV)
should be less than the AVE for each factor (Gaskin, 2016). The correlations between each
factor should be < .80 to determine discriminant validity, but ≥ .50 to demonstrate convergent
validity (Gaskin, 2016).
Table 4.16 shows the results on the validity and reliability analysis for the model. The
Student Centered factor demonstrates good reliability at .755. However, the High Expectations
and Positive Guidance factors are below the recommended cutoff at .698 and .652, respectively.
All three factors have AVE measures below .500, indicating possible convergent validity
concerns. This is also in evidence in the factor correlations, discussed later. In order to improve
the fit and the AVE, I would have needed to remove items with lowest loadings on the factor.
Since there were only three or four items within each factor, removal of an item would have
weakened the factor (Ullman, 2013). Adding additional items or examining items for removal
while otherwise strengthening each factor could be examined in future research. The MSV
scores for Student Centered and for Positive Guidance are both less than their respective AVE
measures, indicating discriminant validity. While the MSV score is slightly higher than the AVE
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measure for the High Expectations factor, it is very close and does not pose a strong discriminant
validity concern. Overall, the correlations between factors are ≤.800, demonstrating discriminant
validity among the three factors (see Figure 4.2). However, the correlations are also fairly low
between the factors, with the correlation between Positive Guidance and each of the other two
factors below .500, the cutoff for convergent validity (Gaskin, 2013). This indicates that the
factors may not be measuring the same latent variable, and should possibly be considered as
three separate scales measuring different elements of an effective classroom environment.
Table 4.16
Validity and Reliability Measures for the Classroom Environment Scale
CR
AVE
MSV
Student Centered
.755
.445
.372
High Expectations

.698

.367

.372

Positive Guidance

.652

.392

.187

Research Question 2
The combination of exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis previously described for
each proposed scale was also used to address the next research question, what subscales emerge
from factor analysis with the items designed to measure the positive relationship and
empowering classroom environment constructs, and the results are described next. The research
identified factors for both the Positive Relationships scale and the Classroom Environment scale,
and examined the correlations between the factors for each scale individually. As previously
discussed, factor correlations should be ≥ .50 and < .80 (Gaskin, 2013) to demonstrate that the
factors are related, measuring the same latent variable without the factors being so similar that
they are measuring the same construct.

140

The CFA analysis indicated that the three factors within the proposed Positive
Relationships scale meet these cutoffs (Table 4.17). The three factors demonstrate convergent
validity while also showing discriminant validity between each factor. The Positive Interactions
factor and the Caring Relationships factor are most closely correlated, at .80. The Managing
Conflict factor has lower correlations with the other two factors, in the .53 to .56 range. The
items in the Managing Conflict factor are all reverse-worded items, but are closely related to one
another. The reverse-scored nature of this set of items may factor into the more discriminant
results. Based on the CFA data, the three subscales that emerge from the Positive Relationships
scale are Positive Interactions, Managing Conflict, and Caring Relationships.
Table 4.17
Factor Correlations for the Positive Relationships Scale
Positive
Managing Caring
Interactions
Conflict
Relationships
Positive Interactions
1.000
Managing Conflict

0.536

1.000

Caring Relationships

0.796

0.563

1.000

For the proposed Classroom Environment scale, the CFA analysis indicated that the three
factors do not all meet the cutoffs to demonstrate that they are subscales measuring a single
latent variable (Table 4.18). The Student Centered and High Expectations factors demonstrate
convergent validity while also showing discriminant validity between each factor, with a
correlation of .61. However, the Positive Guidance factor has lower correlations with the other
two factors, in the .40 to .43 range. This indicates that the factors may not be measuring the
same underlying latent variable, and should probably be considered as three separate scales
measuring different elements of an effective classroom environment, rather than forming
subscales of an overarching Classroom Environment scale. The three scales that emerged within
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the effective classroom environment area are Student Centered Environment, High Expectations
Environment, and Positive Guidance Environment.
Table 4.18
Factor Correlations for the Classroom Environment Scale
Student
High
Positive
Centered
Expectations Guidance
Student Centered
1.000
High Expectations

0.610

1.000

Positive Guidance

0.400

0.433

1.000

Research Question 3
Next, I discuss the analysis used to address the third research question, do the scales that
emerge demonstrate convergent validity as compared to validated measures of teacher selfefficacy, and the results that emerged. The SurveyMonkey® survey included the four-item
classroom management subscale from the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran
& Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). This subscale was previously found to have a mean response of 6.7 (on
a scale from 1–9), with a standard deviation of 1.2 and Cronbach’s alpha of .86 (TschannenMoran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001).
For this analysis, I compared this subscale to both the Positive Relationships proposed
scale and the Classroom Environment proposed scale. Of the 387 participants in the Positive
Relationships scale analysis, 31 participants did not respond to the efficacy items from the
Woolfolk Hoy subscale. Of the 368 participants for the Classroom Environment scale analysis,
13 participants did not respond to the efficacy subscale items. The four items in this subscale
were recoded in SPSS to replace the missing values for each item in the two participant datasets,
using the mean response score of all nearby points, or the mean score of the completed responses
(356 completed responses in the Positive Relationships dataset and 355 in the Classroom
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Environment dataset). For the participants in this research study, the subscale had a mean
response of 7.7 with a standard deviation of 1.1 and alpha of .88. These results were very similar
to the previously reported results for the subscale.
I added the variables for the four efficacy subscale items to the results of the PCA for the
Positive Relationships scale, and then for the Classroom Environment scale, without the Teacher
Control factor that was removed during CFA. This analysis would determine whether the
efficacy items would form a separate factor and to confirm that the previously identified factors
for each of the proposed items would still load onto the same three factors for each scale. The
items all loaded onto separate factors as expected (Tables 4.19 and 4.20).
Table 4.19
Convergent Validity Factor Loadings for the Positive Relationships Scale and Classroom
Management Subscale of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, Based on PCA

EFF_MGT2 How much can you do to get children
to follow classroom rules?
EFF_MGT1 How much can you do to control
disruptive behavior in the classroom?
EFF_MGT4 How well can you establish a
classroom management system with each group of
students?
EFF_MGT3 How much can you do to calm a
student who is disruptive or noisy?
PR_EQU3 I respond to students with respect, even
in difficult situations.
PR_FEE1 I give constructive feedback to students
much more often than critical feedback.
PR_EQU1 I treat all students fairly.
PR_FEE3 My feedback helps students know how
to be successful.
PR_EQU2 I am respectful toward all of my
students.
PR_EQU4 I am sensitive to the culture and
heritage of each student I teach.

1
.842

Component
2
3

.833
.812

.795
.689
.678
.645
.637
.620
.575

4
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PR_TSC3 I am usually able to set aside my
negative emotions when I have a conflict with
students.
PR_TSC5 I almost always give positive feedback
to students even if they are challenging to work
with.
PR_TSC2_R I often feel frustrated while working
with difficult students.
PR_TSC4_R I find disruptive students very
difficult to work with.
PR_TSC6_R I often feel frustrated by students
who need more help.
PR_CAR3 Caring about every student is an
extremely important part of my role as a teacher.
PR_CAR1 It is very important to me to have
empathy for my students.
PR_TSR5 I work hard to build trust with my
students.
PR_TSR4 I have a strong relationship with each
student I teach.

.531

.513

.829
.799
.735
.756
.674
.608
.518

Note. Factor loadings <.40 are suppressed. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

Table 4.20
Convergent Validity Factor Loadings for the Classroom Environment Scale and Classroom
Management Subscale of Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale, Based on PCA

EFF_MGT1 How much can you do to control
disruptive behavior in the classroom?
EFF_MGT2 How much can you do to get children
to follow classroom rules?
EFF_MGT3 How much can you do to calm a
student who is disruptive or noisy?
EFF_MGT4 How well can you establish a
classroom management system with each group of
students?
CE_AUT1 My classroom provides many
opportunities for students to be responsible for
their own learning.
CE_AUT2 My classroom encourages students to
work on their own individual learning needs.

1
.845

Component
2
3

.844
.830
.814

.815

.784

4
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CE_AUT4 I expect students to take the initiative
.628
for their learning in my classroom.
CE_CLI3 An important part of my job is to create
.587
a student-centered classroom.
CE_GUI7 I implement classroom rules of behavior
.777
in consistent ways for all students.
CE_EXP3 I consistently communicate my high
.751
expectations to students in my classroom.
CE_EXP2 I expect every student I teach to be
.713
successful.
CE_CLI1 I create a very supportive classroom
.485
climate.
CE_GUI1 Positive reinforcement is much better
.772
than punishment for guiding behavior in the
classroom.
CE_GUI4 It is more important to affirm positive
.766
student behaviors than to address negative
behaviors in my classroom.
CE_CON1 It is definitely more important to
.671
empower students in the classroom than to
maintain my authority.
Note. Factor loadings <.30 are suppressed. Rotation method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
Next, I added the new Classroom Management Efficacy factor to the Positive
Relationships CFA model to evaluate factor correlations (see Figure 4.3). The Efficacy factor
had moderate correlations with each of the three Positive Relationships factors (Table 4.21). The
factor correlations indicated that the Efficacy factor was measuring a different latent variable
than the Positive Relationships factors, demonstrating discriminant validity. However, the
correlations were high enough to indicate that the factors demonstrated convergent validity while
still differentiating the underlying theoretical construct.
Table 4.21
Factor Correlations between the Efficacy and Positive Relationships Factors
Positive
Managing
Caring
Interactions
Conflict
Relationships
Classroom
.45
.39
.41
Management
Efficacy
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Figure 4.3. Positive Relationships scale model with classroom management subscale from
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. Correlations between
factors and items are shown. Range is 0–1.
Finally, I added the Classroom Management Efficacy factor to the Classroom
Environment CFA model (see Figure 4.4). The Efficacy factor had low correlations with each of
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the three Classroom Environment factors (Table 4.22). The factor correlations indicated that the
Efficacy factor was measuring a different latent variable than the Classroom Environment
factors. This demonstrated discriminant validity, rather than convergent validity. The
underlying construct of self-efficacy related to classroom management in the Efficacy factor was
different from the theoretical underpinnings of teacher attitudes toward creating an empowering
classroom environment that informed the Classroom Environment factors.
Table 4.22
Factor Correlations between the Efficacy and Classroom Environment Factors
Student
High
Positive
Centered
Expectations
Guidance
Classroom
.32
.47
.26
Management
Efficacy

147

Figure 4.4. Classroom Environment scale model with classroom management subscale from
Tschannen-Moran and Woolfolk Hoy’s Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale. Correlations between
factors and items are shown. Range is 0–1.
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Research Question 4
I now turn to the analysis of the final research question in this study, are there differences
that emerge across subgroups of participants for each of the validated scales that emerge, and I
discuss the results in the following section. Prior to conducting the analysis of group differences,
I needed to clean some of the variable data. When I examined the frequency distribution on each
demographic variable, I noted several variables with very unequal group sizes across the
response categories. These variables included Gender, Years Teaching Total, Years Teaching
Elementary, Degree, Ethnicity (Hispanic/Not Hispanic), Race, School Type, School Enrollment,
School Language, and School Race. For Gender and Ethnicity, the variables were already coded
to only two groups, so I did not recode these variables. Both of these variables had large
differences in the group sizes for the participant sample, with only 22 participants identifying as
Male for gender or as Hispanic or Latino/a for ethnicity. I did compare the Gender groups in
case significant differences were present between the two groups, but I decided not to compare
the Ethnicity groups due to the very unbalanced group sizes. In order to analyze the differences
between groups for each factor, I recoded the remaining variables as indicated in Table 4.23.
Table 4.23
Demographic Variable Response Category Recoding
Demographic Variable
Original Survey Response
Categories
YEARS_TOTAL How many
1= Less than 1 year
years have you taught at any
2= Between 1–3 years
grade level throughout your
3= Between 3–5 years
career?
4= Between 5–10 years
5= More than 10 years
YEARS_ELEM How many
1= Less than 1 year
years of teaching experience do
2= Between 1–3 years
you have at the elementary (K–6) 3= Between 3–5 years
level?
4= Between 5–10 years
5= More than 10 years

Recoded Response
Categories
1= Less than 5 years
2= 5–10 years
3= More than 10 years
1= Less than 5 years
2= 5–10 years
3= More than 10 years
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DEGREE What is the highest
degree you have earned?
RACE What do you consider
your race to be? (first response)

SCHOOL_ENROLL About how
many students are enrolled in
your school?
SCHOOL_LANG About how
many students in your school
speak a language other than
English as their primary home
language?
SCHOOL_RACE How many
students in your school have a
different racial/ethnic
background from you?

1= Bachelor’s
2= Master’s
3= Specialist
4= Doctorate
1= White
2= Black or African American
3= Asian
4= American Indian or Alaska
Native
5= Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander
6= Other
1= Fewer than 100
2= Between 101–250
3= Between 250–500
4= Between 501–1000
5= More than 1000
1= Fewer than 10%
2= 10–25%
3= 26–50%
4= 51–75%
5= More than 75%
1= Fewer than 10%
2= 10–25%
3= 26–50%
4= 51–75%
5= More than 75%

1= Bachelor’s
2= Master’s
3= Specialist/Doctorate
1= White
2= Non-White

1= Fewer than 250
2= Between 250–500
3= More than 500
1= Fewer than 10%
2= 10–25%
3= 26–50%
4= More than 50%
1= Fewer than 10%
2= 10–25%
3= 26–50%
4= More than 50%

Comparative analysis was conducted in SPSS using independent sample t-tests for gender
and the recoded Race variable, and one-way ANOVA and Tukey post-hoc tests for all other
variables. No statistically significant differences were found between groups for females and
males (Table 4.24), however the group size difference was large (female, n = 332; male, n = 22).
No significant differences were found between groups for Degree, School Type (public, charter,
private), Community Type (urban, suburban, rural), School Language, or School Race.
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Table 4.24
Independent Samples t-test for Gender

Positive
Interactions

Equal variances
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Managing
Equal variances
Conflict
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Caring
Equal variances
Relationships assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Student
Equal variances
Centered
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
High
Equal variances
Expectations assumed
Equal variances
not assumed
Positive
Equal variances
Guidance
assumed
Equal variances
not assumed

F
0.607

0.241

2.014

0.490

0.933

0.007

Sig.
.436

.624

.157

.484

.335

.934

t
1.589

df
352

Sig. (2tailed)
.113

1.620

24.001

.118

0.572

352

.567

0.528

23.378

.602

1.871

352

.062

1.623

23.057

.118

0.243

351

.808

0.281

25.028

.781

1.083

351

.279

.958

23.159

.348

1.861

351

.064

1.836

23.788

.079

For the Positive Relationships factors, group differences emerged for Grades Teach,
Years Teaching Total, Years Teaching Elementary, Race, School Income and School
Enrollment. Grades Teach indicated significant differences on the Caring Relationships factor
between groups for the one-way ANOVA, F(3, 351) = 6.414, p < .001. The Tukey post-hoc test
indicated significant differences between Grade K–2 teachers and Grade 5–6 teachers (mean
difference = 0.459, p = .012); and also between Grade K–2 teachers and All (K–6) Grades
teachers (mean difference = 0.548, p = .001).
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The Positive Interactions factor showed significant differences in one-way ANOVA for
Years Teaching Total, F(2, 352) = 3.164, p = .043; and for Years Teaching Elementary, F(2,
352) = 3.378, p = .035. For the Tukey post-hoc test for Years Teaching Total, a significant
difference between the Less than 5 years and More than 10 years groups was observed (mean
difference= -0.323, p = .044); while for Years Teaching Elementary, a significant difference
between the Less than 5 years and More than 10 years groups was also observed (mean
difference = -0.345, p = .030). The independent samples t-test for Race indicated a significant
difference between groups for the Positive Interactions factor, t(36.6) = -3.523, p = .001, equal
variances not assumed. Also on the Positive Interactions factor, one-way ANOVA indicated a
difference between groups for School Income, F(4, 338) = 3.732, p = .005. The Tukey post-hoc
test showed a significant difference between groups teaching in schools with 10–25% low
income families and More than 75% low income families (mean difference = -0.518, p = .022);
and between groups teaching in schools with 51–75% low income families and More than 75%
low income families (mean difference = 0.492, p = .019). Finally, the Managing Conflict factor
showed a significant difference on School Enrollment, F(2, 351) = 3.097, p = .046. Tukey’s
post-hoc test indicated the difference was between schools with 250–500 students and schools
with more than 500 students (mean difference = -0.304, p = .036).
Group differences for the Classroom Environment factors emerged for Years Teaching
Total, Years Teaching Elementary, Race, and School Income. The High Expectations factor
showed significant differences in one-way ANOVA for Years Teaching Total, F(2, 351) = 3.936,
p = .020; and for Years Teaching Elementary, F(2, 351) = 3.609, p = .028. For the Tukey posthoc test for Years Teaching Total, a significant difference between the Less than 5 years and
More than 10 years groups was observed (mean difference = -0.354, p = .024); while for Years
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Teaching Elementary, a significant difference between the Less than 5 years and More than 10
years groups was also observed (mean difference = -0.350, p = .028).
The independent samples t-test for Race indicated a significant difference between
groups for the High Expectations factor, t(35.6) = -2.422, p = .021, equal variances not assumed.
Also on the High Expectations factor, one-way ANOVA indicated a difference between groups
for School Income, F(4, 337) = 3.501, p = .008. The Tukey post-hoc test showed a significant
difference between groups teaching in schools with 51–75% low income families and More than
75% low income families (mean difference = -0.568, p = .003).
In order to examine any differences between groups in the CFA models, which included
covaried variables, I conducted tests for metric invariance in AMOS for the variables that were
identified in SPSS as having significant group differences. In the CFA model for Positive
Relationships, there were no significant differences found between groups for School Income,
Grades Taught when comparing K–2 and 5–6, Years [teaching] Total, Years [teaching]
Elementary, Race, or School Enrollment. When comparing School Income groups that were
found significant in SPSS for metric invariance, the income groups of 51–75% and More than
75% in the CFA model were no longer significant (χ2 = 7.463, p = .944) and specifically within
the Positive Interactions factor, χ2 = 1.458, p = .993. The results for School Income groups 10–
25% and More than 75% also showed no significant differences in the overall model (χ2 =
13.728, p = .546) and for the Positive Interactions factor (χ2 = 5.973, p = .650). The differences
in the CFA model for Grades Teach K–2 and Grades Teach 5–6 were not significant (χ2 =
18.291, p = .248), and were also not significant for the Caring Relationships factor (χ2 = 7.085, p
= .131). The results for the two groups, Years Total Less than 5 years and Years Total More
than 10 years were not significant for the model (χ2 = 16.214, p = .368), or for the Positive
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Interactions factor (χ2 = 7.316, p = .503). Similarly, the results for the two groups, Years
Elementary Less than 5 years and Years Elementary More than 10 years were not significant for
the model (χ2 = 15.965, p = .384) or for the Positive Interactions factor (χ2 = 9.264, p = .321).
When comparing the Race groups, White and Non-White, there was no variance in the model (χ2
= 6.775, p = .964) or for the Positive Interactions factor (χ2 = 1.963, p = .982). Finally, the
groups School Enrollment 250–500 and School Enrollment More than 500 were also not found
to be significant for the model (χ2 = 17.462, p = .292) or for the Managing Conflict factor (χ2 =
6.312, p = .097). These results demonstrated that while group differences existed for factor
scores in SPSS, these models did not demonstrate variance between groups for these variables.
There was a significant difference between groups when comparing Grades Teach K–2
and Grades Teach All (K–6; χ2 = 26.218, p = .036), specifically for the Caring Relationships
factor (χ2 = 10.952, p = .027). I examined each variable within the factor to determine what was
causing the variant response. There is a significant difference in the variable responses for TSR5
(χ2 = 25.436, p = .031), TSR4 (χ2 = 23.864, p = .048), and CAR1 (χ2 = 25.949, p = .026). A
single variable was not responsible for the difference; rather the group differences were present
in multiple variables.
For the Classroom Environment CFA model, there were no measurement variances found
in most of the variables for which SPSS showed significant differences. The School Income 51–
75% and School Income More than 75% showed no significant difference in the model (χ2 =
14.137, p = .225) or for the High Expectations factor (χ2 = 5.466, p = .243). The two groups
Years Total Less than 5 years and Years Total More than 10 years showed no variance in the
model (χ2 = 4.192, p = .964) or for the High Expectations factor (χ2 = 1.569, p = .814).
Similarly, the groups Years Elementary Less than 5 years and Years Elementary More than 10
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years showed no significant differences in the model (χ2 = 9.810, p = .548) or for the High
Expectations factor (χ2 = 1.181, p = .881).
There were significant differences for Race (White) and Race (Non-White) (χ2 = 30.385,
p = .001), although the High Expectations factor did not have variance as might have been
expected based on the t-test results from SPSS (χ2 = 6.374, p = .173). I examined the model
further to determine the factor(s) or variable(s) where the invariance resulted. The Student
Centered factor showed a significant difference between the two Race groups (χ2 = 16.677, p =
.002), as did the Positive Guidance factor (χ2 = 9.750, p = .021). All variables for these two
factors were also found to be significantly different between the two groups (Table 4.25).
Table 4.25
Classroom Environment CFA Model Metric Invariance for Race (White/Non-White)
Model
CMIN
df
p
Metric Invariance for Model
11
30.385
.001
Invariance for High Expectations
4
6.374
.173
Invariance for Student Centered
4
16.677
.002
Invariance for CLI3
10
30.066
.001
Invariance for AUT4
10
19.713
.032
Invariance for AUT2
10
28.071
.002
Invariance for AUT1
10
29.616
.001
Invariance for Positive Guidance
3
9.750
.021
Invariance for GUI1
10
30.305
.001
Invariance for GUI4
10
28.482
.002
Invariance for CON1
10
25.717
.004
Note: Assumes unconstrained model to be correct.
Summary
The development of the Teacher Affective Attitudes Inventory involved a robust process
of designing two new scales to help teachers self-assess their attitudes toward affective aspects of
effective teaching. The scales went through a process of factor analysis and model testing for
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reliability and validity. The results showed that three factors impact building Positive
Relationships with students: Positive Interactions, Managing Conflict, and Caring Relationships;
while three additional factors relate to aspects of the empowering Classroom Environment: the
Student Centered Environment, the High Expectations Environment, and the Positive Guidance
Environment.
The resulting models of factors were compared with a four-item classroom management
subscale of the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001) to
determine whether the emergent factors demonstrated convergent validity in underlying
constructs while differentiating between the attitudes measured in the new factors and selfefficacy measured in the comparison subscale. The results demonstrated evidence of convergent
validity as well as divergent validity. Finally, participant demographic variables were compared,
using factor scores in SPSS and tests for metric invariance in AMOS. Results showed that the
instrument models did not have variance in most demographic variables, but grades taught was
significant for Positive Interactions, and participant race was significant for both Student
Centered Environment and Positive Guidance Environment. The results of this study are
summarized, contextualized, and discussed in relationship to the implications for scholarship and
practice in the next chapter.
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Chapter V: Discussion of Findings
We live in an era that is strongly focused on ensuring that students have effective
teachers in the classroom. Federal and state legislation has focused on teacher effectiveness as a
key aspect of school improvement initiatives (Executive Office of the President, 2015; Haertel,
1986; Hinchey, 2010; U.S. Department of Education, 2010). Teacher behaviors that lead to
effective teaching and positive student outcomes have been thoroughly examined in educational
research (Berliner, 2014; Brophy & Good, 1986; Evans, J. F., 2002; Good & Lavigne, 2015;
Labonty & Danielson, 1988; Medley & Mitzel, 1959; Rosenshine & Stevens, 1986; Stronge et
al., 2007). However, there are certain affective, or social-emotional, qualities of teacher
effectiveness that have been less extensively studied. These affective qualities contribute to the
positive relationships between teachers and students (Ang, 2005; Clunies-Ross et al., 2008;
Gallagher et al., 2013; Noddings, 2005; Stronge, 2007); a supportive classroom climate (DarlingHammond, 2013; Georgiou et al., 2002); and effective classroom management (Clunies-Ross et
al., 2008; Gartrell, 2011; Good & Brophy, 2007; Putman, 2013; Stronge, 2007). Agne et al.
(1984) posited that teacher behavior is influenced by teacher attitudes and beliefs, which
influences student behavior and ultimately results in teacher impact on student achievement and
other positive student outcomes.
This study was designed to fill a gap in the extant research on the implications of teacher
attitudes toward affective aspects of teaching, specifically related to building positive teacherstudent relationships and creating an empowering classroom environment. In addition to the
implications for scholarship, the findings also inform educational leadership and professional
practice. The aim of the research was to address four research questions:
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RQ1a: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to positive relationships with students?
RQ1b: Does a validated scale emerge from exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis
with statements related to creating an empowering classroom environment?
RQ2: What subscales emerge from factor analysis with the items designed to measure the
positive relationship and empowering classroom environment constructs?
RQ3: Do the scales that emerge demonstrate convergent validity as compared to
validated measures of teacher self-efficacy?
RQ4: Are there differences that emerge across subgroups of participants for each of the
validated scales that emerge?
Each of these questions was addressed by the data collected. The quantitative scale development
and validation process consisted of several steps. The proposed scale items were developed from
a review of the literature on teacher effectiveness, and were reviewed by an expert panel for
construct validity and by 14 colleagues in my PhD program for clarity of items. The item pool
was edited and several items were removed, resulting in 33 items in the Positive Relationships
pool and 36 items in the Classroom Environment pool.
These items were administered first to a small test group of practicing elementary school
teachers through a survey, and additional items were eliminated, resulting in 29 items in the
Positive Relationships pool and 32 items in the Classroom Environment pool. The survey was
then sent to the full sample of elementary teachers, and the results were analyzed through
exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis to produce a proposed teacher self-assessment
instrument made up of scales. Validity and reliability for the resulting instrument were found
through statistical analysis. The emergent scales within the instrument were also examined for
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significant differences in participant responses based on participant demographic variables. The
total number of participants in this study was 403. Of these, 387 participants responded to all
Positive Relationships scale items, and 368 participants responded to all Classroom Environment
scale items, with 364 of the participants included in both groups.
This chapter begins with a summary of key findings interpreted through and corroborated
with existing research. The proposed scales based on findings are presented and described.
Following the interpretation of findings, I discuss the theoretical and practical contributions of
this research, and how the scales may be used. The chapter closes with limitations of the
research, implications for future research, and concluding remarks.
Summary of Key Findings
Nichols and Zhang (2011) identified four types of classrooms, based on the presence of
affirming or negative relationships in the classroom and whether the teacher focused more on
control or student empowerment. The motivating classroom was identified as high in affirming
teacher-student relationships, and high in student empowerment. The social and emotional
attitudes a teacher holds support positive teacher-student relationships and empowering
classroom environments (Agne et al., 1994; Chen et al., 2012; Pianta et al., 2011; Stronge, 2007).
In this study, 11 constructs of interest were theorized based on a review of the literature, previous
research on teacher-student relationships and the classroom environment, and my own
professional practice. Five of these constructs were related to positive teacher-student
relationships and six were related to the empowering classroom environment.
The results of this research indicate that there are describable factors that influence the
motivating classroom, although not necessarily the factors originally theorized. What emerged
from the study are six distinct factors across four scales that all reflect elements of teacher
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attitudes that contribute to a motivating classroom. The scales developed in this research study
contribute additional understanding of specific elements of positive or affirming relationships
that contribute to a motivating elementary classroom, and which classroom environment
elements contribute. Together, these scales create a model of elements influencing a motivating
classroom (Nichols & Zhang, 2011) that can lead to positive student outcomes (Figure 5.1).

Figure 5.1. Teacher Affective Attitudes Inventory model of elements influencing the motivating
classroom.
Results from factor analysis. The development of the Teacher Affective Attitudes
Inventory was an iterative process using exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis. Four
scales, three of which represented elements of an empowering classroom environment, emerged.
The first scale, Positive Relationships, had three factors critical to the development of strong,
positive teacher-student relationships in the classroom: Positive Interactions, Managing Conflict,
and Caring Relationships. The three scales that emerged as representing elements of the
classroom environment were Student Centered Environment, High Expectations Environment,
and Positive Guidance Environment. The items for each scale are listed below.
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Positive Relationships Scale (α = .843)


Factor 1: Positive Interactions (α = .816)
o I respond to students with respect, even in difficult situations.
o I give constructive feedback to students much more often than critical feedback.
o I treat all students fairly.
o My feedback helps students know how to be successful.
o I am respectful toward all of my students.
o I am sensitive to the culture and heritage of each student I teach.
o I am usually able to set aside my negative emotions when I have a conflict with
students.
o I almost always give positive feedback to students even if they are challenging to
work with.



Factor 2: Managing Conflict (α = .788)
o I often feel frustrated while working with difficult students. (reverse-scored)
o I find disruptive students very difficult to work with. (reverse-scored)
o I often feel frustrated by students who need more help. (reverse-scored)



Factor 3: Caring Relationships (α = .652)
o Caring about every student is an extremely important part of my role as a
teacher.
o It is very important to me to have empathy for my students.
o I work hard to build trust with my students.
o I have a strong relationship with each student I teach.
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Student Centered Environment Scale (α = .755)


My classroom provides many opportunities for students to be responsible for their
own learning.



My classroom encourages students to work on their own individual learning needs.



I expect students to take the initiative for their learning in my classroom.



An important part of my job is to create a student-centered classroom.

High Expectations Environment Scale (α = .698)


I implement classroom rules of behavior in consistent ways for all students.



I consistently communicate my high expectations to students in my classroom.



I expect every student I teach to be successful.



I create a very supportive classroom climate.

Positive Guidance Environment Scale (α = .652)


Positive reinforcement is much better than punishment for guiding behavior in the
classroom.



It is more important to affirm positive student behaviors than to address negative
behaviors in my classroom.



It is definitely more important to empower students in the classroom than to
maintain my authority.

These items are based on elementary teachers’ attitudes, thinking about their current
relationships with students and their current classroom environment. Therefore, this selfassessment instrument is useful for practicing teachers in elementary settings.
Factors related to positive relationships. The eight items in the first Positive
Relationships factor, Positive Interactions, are drawn from the original constructs of interest
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labeled Feedback, Equity, and Teacher-Student Conflict. These items are primarily focused on
the agency of the teacher (Biesta, Priestley, & Robinson, 2015; Lipponen & Kumpulainen, 2011)
in facilitating positive interactions with students. The factor addresses concepts of fairness,
respect, constructive feedback, and maintaining positivity in interactions even when faced with
conflict, which have been supported in teacher effectiveness research. Effective teachers have
been found to treat students fairly and with respect (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Evans, K. M.,
1966; Stronge, 2007). Teachers who are effective have also been found to use proactive
strategies such as encouragement rather than critical or punitive feedback (Ang, 2005; CluniesRoss et al., 2008; Pianta et al., 2008) and are aware of their own emotions and responses to
students (Hargreaves, 2000).
Three items make up the second Positive Relationships factor, Managing Conflict, and
are all drawn from the original construct of interest Teacher-Student Conflict. These items are
all reverse-worded and examine teacher attitudes about the negative aspects of conflict with
students. This factor is comprised of items that relate to teacher agency, but focuses more on
how a teacher gives up agency when faced with conflict with students, leading to frustration.
How teachers perceive their students impacts the quality of the teacher-student relationship
(Gallagher et al., 2013). Teachers report feelings of stress and frustration when working with
challenging students (Hargreaves, 2000; Yoon, 2002), which affects not only the teacher-student
relationship, but also the teacher’s overall attitude toward teaching (Yoon, 2002). This factor
can be valuable in identifying where teachers feel like they are unable to manage conflict
effectively. Teachers can minimize the amount of conflict in relationships with students by
reframing negative interactions (Biesta et al., 2015; Gallagher et al., 2013).
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The third Positive Relationships factor, Caring Relationships, is comprised of four items
drawn from the original constructs of Teacher-Student Relationships and Caring. These items
emphasize the importance of relationships characterized by caring, empathy, and trust. Differing
from the previous two factors, this factor is more theoretical in nature, focusing on teachers’
conceptions of positive relationships rather than specific actions with individual students.
Research has shown that teachers who care about their students and who build positive
relationships with students are more effective in impacting desired student outcomes, including
both academic achievement and student motivation, self-esteem, and positive adjustment to
school (Ang, 2005; Cooper & Miness, 2014; Hargreaves, 2000). Students emphasize the
importance of feeling that their teachers genuinely care about them and their progress (Cooper &
Miness, 2014; Muller, 2001; Noddings, 2005). Muller (2001) found that effective teachers care
about and provide support to students even when other teachers might give up in frustration.
Positive teacher-student relationships have consistently been shown to increase student
engagement and motivation (Brekelmans et al., 2002; Bryan, 2014; Bunting, 1981; Cooper &
Miness, 2014; Doumen et al., 2012; Klem & Connell, 2004; Košir & Tement, 2014; Nichols &
Zhang, 2011). A strong relationship is also correlated with greater on-task behavior by students
(Clunies-Ross et al., 2008). Student engagement has been shown to impact academic outcomes
such as higher attendance and better grades (Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Hughes, 2011), and helps
to prevent school failure (Doumen et al., 2012). The emergent factors in this Positive
Relationships scale support the concepts that research has shown to be impactful for a motivating
classroom and desired student outcomes.
Factors related to the classroom environment. The Student Centered Environment scale
is comprised of four items drawn from the original constructs of Student Autonomy and
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Supportive Climate. This factor centers on student initiative and guidance of the student’s own
learning, with the teacher as agent in creating a conducive environment. Classroom
environments that support student autonomy have been found to benefit students academically
(Bozack et al., 2008; Bryan, 2014). Effective teachers help students learn to develop selfcontrol and responsibility, leading to more independent student engagement in the learning
environment and students driving their own achievement (Klem & Connell, 2004; Talvio et al.,
2013; Putman, 2013). Nichols and Zhang (2011) found that teachers who create classrooms that
are student-centered give students more control of their own learning.
The four items that make up the High Expectations Environment scale are drawn from
the original constructs of interest Expectations, Guidance, and Supportive Climate. This factor
again puts teacher agency at the center. Research continuously shows the importance of holding
high expectations for all students in contributing to positive student outcomes (Goe et al., 2008;
Kyriakides et al., 2002; Nespor, 1987). K. M. Evans (1966) found that effective classrooms
were cooperative and had a feel that supported the security of the students. Classrooms that are
businesslike and supportive, where teachers have high expectations for all students, are more
effective (Kyriakides, 2005). Teachers must create this type of empowering classroom
environment through their direct actions and a set of beliefs that hold these ideals as important
(Bozack et al., 2008; Bryan, 2014; Stronge, 2007). Teachers use their knowledge of their
students to gauge what levels of support students need and then tailor their interactions to
provide that support (Georgiou et al., 2002; Muller, 2001; Nespor, 1987; Vartuli, 2005).
The final scale, Positive Guidance Environment, is made up of three items from the
original constructs of Guidance and Control. These items, like the Caring Relationships subscale
in the Positive Relationships scale, are more conceptual in nature. The factor is comprised of
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items that look at theoretical ideas of focusing on positive guidance and empowerment rather
than more authoritarian, punitive classroom behaviors. Research has shown that effective
teachers have a lower need for control over students and can be more facilitative than directive
(Agne et al., 1994; Bunting, 1981; Nichols & Zhang, 2011; Vartuli, 2005). Teachers who focus
on positive guidance strategies establish a more productive and happier classroom environment
(Clunies-Ross et al., 2008; Gartrell, 2011; Good & Brophy, 2007; Putman, 2013; Stronge, 2007).
Teachers who focus on empowering students rather than controlling them help students to
develop self-control and to perform better academically (Bryan, 2014; Popp et al., 2011; Putman,
2013).
Interestingly, only the original construct of Classroom Management was absent from the
final factors identified through factor analysis. The items in this construct represented concepts
about the physical organization of the classroom, as well as the formal and informal rules and
routines to guide student use of the learning environment (Gartrell, 2011; Putman, 2013; Stronge,
2007). Many of these items overlapped in content with other items in the item pool, and crossloaded on multiple factors during the principal components analysis. As a result, these items
were eliminated from further analysis. Further research is warranted, as it could support the
inclusion of classroom management items as an important factor in the motivating classroom.
The literature has established the importance of these emergent scales in affecting
desirable student outcomes such as academic motivation, student engagement, student selfesteem and self-efficacy, and positive dispositions toward school. These student outcomes, in
turn, directly impact academic learning gains and support students in having a positive learning
experience that engages 21st Century skills valued beyond the classroom.
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Validity and reliability of the scales. Each of the factors that emerged had a
Cronbach’s alpha of at least .650, the recommended minimum for exploratory research
(DeVellis, 2003). Three of the factors had alphas above .700, which is the generally accepted
minimum level of reliability in research (DeVellis, 2003). The first Positive Relationships
factor, Positive Interactions, is the strongest, with an alpha of .816. The larger number of items
in the subscale was likely a contributing factor in the stronger reliability score. Experimenting in
future research with additional items to strengthen the other factors, especially in the Classroom
Environment factors, could increase the alpha for each group of items. The overall alpha for the
Positive Relationships scale was .843, indicating a strong scale made up of the three subscales, or
factors.
Several goodness-of-fit indices were used to determine model fit for each set of factors
through the CFA process. In CFA, a chi-square is ideally close to 0 and not statistically
significant. However, chi-square is influenced by sample size and larger samples are almost
always likely to be significant (Arbuckle, 2012; Kahn, 2006). The CMIN/DF index was also
included to address this sample size issue because it represents chi-square divided by the degrees
of freedom (Kahn, 2006). Arbuckle (2012) stated that an ideal range for CMIN/DF is a ratio of 3
to 1 or less. The acceptable range for CFI is > .95, and < .06 for RMSEA (Hu & Bentler, 1999).
The Positive Relationships scale demonstrated good fit, even though the chi-square statistic was
statistically significant due to the size of the sample (Table 5.1). The Classroom Environment
factors were placed in a single model to determine if one scale with three subscales was the best
fit for the data. This model also demonstrated good fit, as evidenced in Table 5.2. The chisquare statistic was still significant, again most likely due to the sample size.
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Table 5.1
Positive Relationships Model Fit Indices
CMIN/DF
CFI
RMSEA
χ2
112.3
1.321
0.983
0.029
p = 0.025
Table 5.2
Classroom Environment Model Fit Indices
CMIN/DF
CFI
RMSEA
χ2
57.8
1.481
.979
.036
p = 0.027
In addition to model fit, the CFA models were examined for reliability and validity.
Measures of composite reliability, average variance extracted, and maximum shared variance
were used to analyze the two proposed scale models. The composite reliability (CR) should be >
.70 for each factor (Kahn, 2006). To measure convergent validity, the average variance extracted
(AVE) should be > .50; while for discriminant validity, the maximum shared variance (MSV)
should be less than the AVE for each factor (Gaskin, 2016). The correlations between each
factor should be < .80 to determine discriminant validity and ≥ .50 to demonstrate convergent
validity (Gaskin, 2013).
The Positive Interactions factor and the Managing Conflict factor demonstrated good
reliability at .816 and .788, respectively. However, the Caring Relationships factor was below
the recommended cutoff at .652. The Managing Conflict factor demonstrated acceptable
convergent validity within the factor with AVE = .554, but the other two factors had AVE
measures below .500, indicating possible convergent validity concerns. The Managing Conflict
factor had MSV = .317, which was less than the AVE score and demonstrated good discriminant
validity. However, the MSV for Positive Interactions and for Caring Relationships were both
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higher than their respective AVE measures, indicating possible discriminant validity concerns.
Overall, the correlations between factors were below .800, demonstrating discriminant validity
among the three factors. The correlations between each pair of factors were also greater than
.500, demonstrating convergent validity and providing additional evidence that the three factors
seem to be measuring the same latent variable of Positive Relationships.
The Student Centered Environment factor demonstrated good reliability at .755.
However, the High Expectations Environment and Positive Guidance Environment factors were
below the recommended cutoff at .698 and .652, respectively. All three factors had AVE
measures below .500, indicating possible convergent validity concerns. The MSV scores for
Student Centered and for Positive Guidance were both less than their respective AVE measures,
indicating good discriminant validity. While the MSV score was slightly higher than the AVE
measure for the High Expectations factor, it was very close and did not pose a strong
discriminant validity concern. Overall, the correlations between factors were ≤ .800,
demonstrating discriminant validity among the three factors. However, the correlations were
also fairly low between the factors, with the correlation between Positive Guidance and each of
the other two factors below .500, the cutoff for convergent validity (Gaskin, 2013). This
indicates that the factors may not be measuring the same latent variable. Due to the results of the
AVE and MSV analysis and the probable convergent validity issues, I am treating the factors as
separate scales measuring different elements of an effective classroom environment. Further
research could confirm this, or be conducted to strengthen the convergent validity among the
three factors to enhance the fit to a single scale.
Convergent validity. As part of this study, I included a four-item subscale measuring
classroom management self-efficacy from the Teachers’ Sense of Efficacy Scale (Tschannen-
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Moran & Woolfolk Hoy, 2001). This scale was used to test the emergent scales for convergent
validity with the construct of classroom management efficacy while also demonstrating that the
new scales were measuring a different latent variable from self-efficacy. The Efficacy subscale
had moderate correlations with each of the three Positive Relationships factors: .45 with Positive
Interactions, .39 with Managing Conflict, and .41 with Caring Relationships. The factor
correlations indicated that the Efficacy factor was measuring a different latent variable than the
Positive Relationships factors, demonstrating discriminant validity. However, the correlations
were high enough to indicate that the factors demonstrated convergent validity while still
differentiating the underlying theoretical construct.
The Efficacy subscale had low correlations with each of the three Classroom
Environment factors: .32 with Student Centered Environment, .47 with High Expectations
Environment, and .26 with Positive Guidance Environment. The factor correlations indicated
that the Efficacy subscale was measuring a different latent variable than the Classroom
Environment factors. This demonstrated discriminant validity, rather than convergent validity.
The underlying construct of self-efficacy related to classroom management in the Efficacy factor
was different from the theoretical underpinnings of teacher attitudes toward creating an
empowering classroom environment that informed the Classroom Environment factors.
Participant differences. Comparative analysis of the demographic group variables was
conducted in both SPSS, using independent sample t-tests and one-way ANOVA, and in AMOS
using the CFA models for the two sets of factors to test metric invariance between groups that
were identified in SPSS analysis as having statistically significant differences. No significant
differences were found between group responses in the SPSS analyses for the variables of
gender, teacher degree, type of school (public, charter, private), school community type (urban,
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suburban, rural), percentage of students speaking a home language other than English, or
percentage of students with a racial background different than the teacher respondent.
For the Positive Relationships scale, the Positive Interactions factor indicated significant
group differences for Years Teaching Total and for Years Teaching Elementary, both between
teachers who had taught less than five years and those who had taught more than ten years;
however there was no measurement variance in the CFA model for either of these variables.
This indicates that the instrument is measuring the same construct across the specified groups. In
this factor, there was a significant difference between White and Non-White respondents on the
t-test. This was due to a difference between participants identifying as White (n = 317) and
participants identifying as Black or African American (n = 21). There was a large sample size
difference, so additional research is needed with more equal group sizes to determine if there is a
true difference between groups, or if it is a result of the sample size for this study. However,
there was no measurement variance in the CFA model when the two groups were compared.
There was also a significant difference found for the Positive Interactions factor between two
sets of school income groups: schools with 10–25 percent low income families and schools with
more than 75 percent low income families; and between schools with 51–75 percent low income
families and with more than 75 percent low income families. There was no measurement
variance in the models between either set of groups when analyzed for metric invariance.
For the Managing Conflict factor on the Positive Relationships scale, there was a
significant difference in size of school enrollment between schools with 250–500 students and
schools with more than 500 students enrolled. However, the CFA model showed no variance
between the two groups. The third factor in this scale, Caring Relationships, did show
significant differences in one-way ANOVA for the grade levels taught by participants,
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specifically between teachers in Grades K–2 and teachers in Grades 5–6; and between Grades K–
2 and teachers in all grades (K–6). In the test for metric invariance, only the difference between
teachers in Grades K–2 (n = 139) and teachers in all grades (K–6; n = 74) remained significant
(χ2 = 26.218, p = .036).
On the Student Centered Environment and the Positive Guidance Environment factors, no
significant differences emerged through t-tests or ANOVA. However, for the High Expectations
Environment factor, there were significant differences in four variables. These differences were
between teachers with less than five years of total teaching experience and more than ten years of
total teaching experience; between teachers with less than five years of elementary teaching
experience and more than ten years of elementary teaching experience; between schools with
51–75 percent low income families and more than 75 percent low income families; and between
participants identifying as White or Non-White. No variance for years of teaching experience or
enrolled family income was found in the CFA model comparison. However, when testing metric
invariance for participant race, there was variance between groups in the model. Surprisingly,
the variance was not found in the High Expectations factor, but in the Student Centered (χ2 =
16.677, p = .002) and Positive Guidance (χ2 = 9.750, p = .021) factors. This difference, again,
may be attributed to the large difference in group sizes and would benefit from further research
and testing with more comparable group sizes.
Overall, the group comparison results indicate that the scales are appropriate for use by
teachers with most teacher and school demographic characteristics. Further research with
additional participants, and more equal group sizes for each variable, is needed to confirm this.
Further research could also determine if significant variances found between groups on some
factors in this study hold true for additional teacher participant pools.

172

Theoretical and Practical Contributions to Research
For decades, researchers have examined various proposed qualities of teacher
effectiveness. This study brought together theory and research in the areas of teacher
effectiveness and teacher assessment, in order to examine the lesser-researched affective
components of effective teaching. A new teacher self-assessment instrument has been developed
based on the factor analysis results from the survey. This instrument can be used to support
future research and increase the education field’s understanding of teacher attitudes toward
building relationships with students and creating an empowering classroom environment. In
addition, the study has several practical implications for guiding behavior change in teachers and
professional learning opportunities as teachers strive to be more effective.
Contribution of research to scholarship. Much of the foundational research and theory
on teacher attitudes and beliefs was published in the 1960s through the mid-1990s (Agne et al.,
1994; Ahluwalia, 1976; Ajzen, 1989; Bunting, 1981; Evans, K. M., 1966; Nespor, 1987;
Pajares, 1992; Richardson, 1996), and resumed as an area of study again in the mid-2000s
(Englehart et al., 2012; Putman, 2013; Rubie-Davies et al., 2012; Woolfolk Hoy et al., 2006).
Much of the previous research has focused on observational data (Hamre et al., 2013; Pianta et
al., 2008), professional development interventions (Percy, 1990; Talvio et al., 2013), and testing
theoretical constructs and models (Egelson & McColskey, 1998; Hamre et al., 2013; Nichols &
Zhang, 2011). This study presented a new model for displaying the variables impacting positive
teacher-student relationships and effective classroom environments, which contribute to a
motivating classroom that positively impacts desired student outcomes.
Englehart et al. (2012) established that values, attitudes, and beliefs teachers hold about
children and teaching form a major variable affecting teacher effectiveness as long as they are
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effectively measured. Several previous studies have examined a particular instrument, model, or
framework for understanding teacher effectiveness (Hamre et al., 2013; Padron & Waxman,
1999; Riner, 1991). Most studies have focused on measuring teacher effectiveness from a
summative approach (Konstantopoulos & Chung, 2010; Labonty & Danielson, 1988; Riner,
1991; Strong et al., 2011). The factors identified in the current research add to and expand upon
the previous attempts at measuring teacher attitudes (Ahluwalia, 1976; Ang, 2005; Bunting,
1981; Leeds, 1952; Nichols & Zhang, 2011; Pianta, 2001; Schaefer & Edgerton, 1985),
especially in the areas of teacher-student relationships and the classroom climate/environment.
In addition, the instrument is designed to inform teacher effectiveness as part of a formative
assessment process (Marzano, 2012; Popham, 2013).
The results of this study also inform and expand on the field’s understanding of teacher
effectiveness. Teacher effectiveness has been examined through many lenses, such as cognitive
aspects of teaching, teacher qualities and background characteristics, impact on standardized
achievement scores, and affective aspects of teaching. Elements of effectiveness have been
shown in this study to include fairness, respect, constructive feedback, and maintaining positivity
in interactions even when faced with conflict; responding to the negative aspects of conflict with
students in appropriate ways; creating relationships grounded in caring, empathy, and trust;
creating an environment that is conducive to student initiative and guidance of the student’s own
learning; holding high expectations for all students; and focusing on positive guidance and
empowerment rather than more authoritarian, punitive classroom behaviors.
Stronge (2007) identified behaviors of teacher effectiveness through his comprehensive
review of research. Three of his identified dimensions of teacher effectiveness relate to the
affective domains of teacher behaviors: the Teacher as a Person, Classroom Management and
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Organization, and Professionalism. The items within each emergent scale in this self-assessment
instrument lend theoretical support to Stronge’s posited behaviors of the Teacher as a Person and
the Classroom Management and Organization dimensions. The emergent scales also reflect the
theoretical underpinnings of, and expand on, Pianta et al.’s (2012) identified interactions posited
in their Teaching Through Interactions framework.
This study also presents a new model for displaying the variables of teacher effectiveness
that lead to a motivating classroom. This helps to classify the attitude variables that are
important in developing positive teacher-student relationships and an empowering classroom
environment. Hopefully, it can also prove valuable to other researchers when identifying
variables in their research on the affective dimensions of teacher effectiveness.
Contribution of research to practice. Through self-reflection, teachers may notice
times when their interactions do not reflect the beliefs they hold about teaching and positive
learning environments (Newberry & Davis, 2008; Richardson, 1996; Vartuli, 2005). Teachers
need opportunities for self-reflection, discussion with colleagues about potential new beliefs, and
relevant professional development that directly ties into their classroom practice (Calvert, 2016;
Darling-Hammond, 2013; Pajares, 1992). As one participant stated,
I think this [survey questions] is an important topic to address in schools. With growth
mindset being encouraged in classrooms more now, this survey is a great way to look at
how open teachers are to this mindset. The questions in this survey were helpful for me to
evaluate what I am doing in my classroom. I appreciate the reflection, and have
recognized my own areas of strengths and weaknesses from the questions.
Research has indicated that teachers can learn to improve their interactions with students and
create a more positive classroom climate through professional development interventions (Percy,
1990; Pianta et al., 2012; Popp et al., 2011; Talvio et al., 2013).
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How the instrument may be used. This instrument is designed to be a teacher selfassessment tool, used by practicing teachers to reflect on their teaching and to guide professional
learning. In addition, it could be used as one data point in the formative assessment process of
supporting improvement of a teacher’s effectiveness (Marzano, 2012; Popham, 2013). Other
data points for formative teacher assessment could include observations accompanied by
feedback and goal setting (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Egelson & McColskey, 1998). These
formative assessment opportunities inform aligned and embedded professional development that
assists teachers in becoming more effective while providing a safe environment to develop skills,
especially when divorced from high stakes summative evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 2013;
Davis et al., 2002; Hinchey, 2010).
The instrument as a reflection tool. The primary intended use of this instrument is as a
reflection tool to assist teachers in thinking about their attitudes and classroom practices.
Teachers who engage in reflective practice can make judgments about the effectiveness of their
teaching and work toward self-improvement (Stronge, 2006). Several participants in this study
mentioned how the survey helped them to reflect on their teaching practices:


“This survey gave me a chance to reflect on my teaching practices and see where I
could improve in my teacher-student relationship.”



“This survey helped me to rethink a few things as far as my classroom management
system and how differently some things can be handled.”



“It was interesting to think about some of the ways I relate to students and my
classroom environment as I thought about my answers to the questions.”



“It was very reflective. I tried to be honest, knowing I'm not a perfect teacher.”
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Other teachers commented on how the survey questions helped them identify their own strengths
and areas for improvement:


“Thank you! It allowed for me to see what skills are my strengths and weaknesses.”



“It helped me evaluate myself as a teacher. It encouraged me to work hard to be even
better.”



“Thank you for allowing me to recognize areas that I may need to strengthen in my
teaching.”

Guiding professional learning. A secondary function of this instrument is to guide
professional development of teachers based on their self-assessment. Kyriakides et al. (2002),
Hinchey (2010), and Darling-Hammond (2013) have found that teacher self-assessment is an
effective guide for identifying professional development needs and developing professional
growth plans. As one participant stated, “My hope is that the data found comes back to me to
improve my teaching habits and improve the education of the young people I teach.” Teachers
are often very aware of the additional support and training they need to be more effective (Davis
et al., 2002; Kyriakides et al., 2002). Recent trends toward job-embedded professional
development or customized and personalized professional learning (Calvert, 2016; DarlingHammond, 2013; U.S. Department of Education, 2010) demonstrate teachers’ desire to be
listened to and meaningfully involved as they pursue continued development.
Recommendations for leadership practice. Educational leadership has expanded from
a focus on school and district leadership to teacher leadership and engaging teachers as
professionals (Hallinger, 1992, 2003). Principals and teachers are being called to work more
closely in establishing a professional community that empowers teachers and addresses issues of
instructional practice through collaboration (Hallinger, 2003; Mullen & Jones, 2008; Spillane &
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Kenney, 2012). Mullen and Jones (2008) stated, "Exemplary principals go beyond involving
teachers in decision-making processes; they co-create the conditions for a supportive
environment that encourages teachers to examine their teaching and school practices, and
experiment with ideas that result from reflective practice" (p. 330). Research shows that when
teachers are engaged in leadership beyond their classroom, they are more likely to stay in their
profession (Mullen & Jones, 2008).
In order to facilitate changes in teacher attitudes and classroom behaviors, teachers need
the support of their school and district leaders. Support systems across schools and districts have
been shown to be critical to the success of teachers (Calvert, 2016; O’Doherty & Ovando, 2009;
Rorrer, Skrla, & Scheurlich, 2008). Systems that support teacher agency to engage in selfreflection, meaningful collaboration, and relevant professional learning are needed. Calvert
(2016) presented seven steps for school and district leaders to improve teacher agency, defined
as “the capacity of teachers to act purposefully and constructively to direct their professional
growth and contribute to the growth of their colleagues” (p. 4), in professional learning systems
(p. 6):
1. Make all professional learning decisions only in serious consultation with teachers
and principals.
2. Rethink organization of the school day so that educators have time to meet regularly
to collaborate with colleagues to improve teaching and learning.
3. Involve and support teachers in analyzing data and identifying teaching and learning
challenges.
4. Establish learning communities where educators solve problems of practice and share
responsibility for colleague and student success.
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5. Give teachers choices regarding their professional learning, including who they work
with and where they focus their learning.
6. Ensure that professional learning is for the purpose of continuous growth, not
evaluation.
7. Resist the temptation to “scale up” or mandate a particular form of professional
learning…. Understand that learners must want to improve their practice and see how
the learning opportunity will help them do so.
The instrument developed in this study can support the process of formative assessment
for teachers and guide professional learning. The tool can also support steps in the creation of a
school culture of teacher agency to guide professional learning as outlined above. Selfassessment of attitudes toward affective components of effective teaching can inform Step 3, as
one of the data points used to identify teaching and learning challenges for further consideration.
Learning from this tool can lead to topics of study within professional learning communities
(Step 4) and guide where teachers focus their professional growth goals (Step 5).
A strong assessment system should include formative assessment, which focuses on the
professional growth and development of the teacher over time (Step 6), as well as summative
assessment, which focuses on overall outcomes of performance (Hinchey, 2010; Matula, 2011).
Educational leaders should establish school- and district-wide values that support formative
assessment practices and provide a safe environment for teachers to develop their skills apart
from high-stakes summative evaluation (Darling-Hammond, 2013; Davis et al., 2002; Hinchey,
2010). Ultimately, school and district leadership can use the instrument and findings from this
study to develop more robust measures for formative assessment of teachers and include teachers
as a critical part of the school’s leadership team.
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Limitations of the Research
This research utilized a reasonably sized sample (n = 403), yet still had several
limitations. The scales resulting from this research derived from a survey of practicing
elementary teachers in the United States, and white women were overly represented in the
participant sample. The research would benefit from additional participants who are more
diverse, including more males and more teachers who identify as other than white. In addition,
more than half (57%) of the participants had taught for more than ten years, so additional
participants with fewer years of teaching experience could be included in the future for more
robust and generalizable findings. While participants represented 40 states, the representation
was concentrated in a few states due to the snowball sampling method used. The representation
of participants by demographic variables, and by location and type of school (i.e., public, charter,
private) and community (i.e., urban, suburban, rural) in which they taught impacts the
generalizability of the findings.
Another limitation is the low number of items in each of the Classroom Environment
scales and two of the Positive Relationships subscales. Each scale/subscale has only three or
four items, and could be strengthened in future research with additional items. The Classroom
Environment scales have been treated as separate scales due to convergent validity concerns, and
would benefit from additional research to strengthen the scales or better identify a single
underlying theoretical construct.
Implications for Future Research
Creating a new instrument to measure teacher attitudes toward affective aspects of
teacher effectiveness provides several opportunities for future research. However, it is
imperative to keep in mind that these results are a first, exploratory step in assessing the validity
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of the emergent constructs of interest. These future research opportunities include further testing
and refinement of the instrument resulting from this exploratory research, as well as future
research using this instrument to impact professional practice.
Further testing and refinement of the instrument. First, the survey can be tested with
other teacher grade levels, such as middle school teachers or high school teachers, or with
teachers in other countries, to look for transferability of the results to higher grades or beyond the
United States. Second, the survey can be tested further with other elementary teachers to
facilitate a more intentionally representative sample in order to support generalizability to the
overall population of elementary teachers in the United States. This could also provide
additional information on group differences to see if the instrument continues to have significant
differences in responses between groups or if those disappear as more equal group sizes are
compared. Third, the instrument would benefit from additional research to refine the items or
the included scales. For example, the scales and subscales with few items could benefit from
inclusion of additional items, either reworded from the original item pool or newly developed, to
round out and strengthen each scale.
Fourth, the order of the items for each overarching section, Positive Relationships and
Classroom Environment, could be sorted differently to see if there are any changes in the
responses from participants. The directions for each section instructed participants to think about
an aspect of their teaching. For instance, the preface statement for Positive Relationships stated,
“Thinking about your relationships with the students you currently teach, please indicate how
strongly you agree or disagree with each of the following items.” In future research, the
instrument could be tested in the order of the factor groupings and then in different orders within
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each of the two overarching sections. A further test could sort all items randomly without the
prefacing statement for each section.
Finally, the instrument can be further validated through additional research. This
research can be replicated with additional participants to see if the results remain the same with a
larger sample size. The instrument could also be validated as a reliable self-assessment
instrument to determine if teacher responses about their attitudes toward each item align with
their classroom behaviors. This could be completed by comparing teacher responses on the
instrument with classroom observations conducted by trained observers using a valid and reliable
observation instrument that examines teacher-student relationships and the classroom
environment. One such observation instrument is Pianta et al.’s (2008) Classroom Assessment
Scoring System (CLASS).
Future research using the instrument. The impact of the Teacher Affective Attitudes
Inventory on teacher professional practice is still unknown. The theoretical links from teacher
attitudes to changing teacher behavior in practice through guided professional learning are still
untested. Future research could be designed to determine how teacher self-reflection using this
instrument guides their professional learning goals and impacts any behavior change in the
classroom. The instrument could also be used to identify whether teacher attitudes about the
included topics match their observable current behaviors in the classroom, to guide formative
assessment conversations and identify if there is conflict between a teacher’s self-assessment and
actual practice.
In addition, future research with the instrument could be designed to measure attitude
changes in a pre/post-assessment format around a targeted professional development intervention
or in teacher preparation programs. Another avenue of research might include following the
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causal chain proposed by Agne et al. (1994) from teacher attitudes and behaviors to the
observable or measurable impact on student outcomes as a result of teacher behavior change
based on the self-reflection using this instrument. Ultimately, the instrument could be a valuable
tool to help researchers, teachers, and educational leaders learn more about the affective aspects
of teacher effectiveness, further advancing our understanding of this complex topic.
Concluding Remarks
I set out to conduct this research in order to contribute to the theory and practice in
education by focusing on the social-emotional, or affective, behaviors of effective teachers that
lay the foundation for student success. I felt that while aspects of teacher effectiveness have
been examined for decades, educational research has primarily focused in recent years on
increasing teacher effectiveness in pedagogy, content expertise, and academic instructional
strategies. This has created a gap in literature and in professional learning opportunities to
address the classroom climate, the relationships between teachers and their students, and how
teachers create a classroom that empowers students.
The process of designing and conducting research to validate this teacher self-assessment
instrument has contributed to my own knowledge as a practitioner and researcher. I appreciated
the willingness of participants to complete a long survey and engage in reflection on their
practice. The results from this exploratory study confirmed some of my thinking about what
important elements of a motivating classroom exist, and raised more questions for future
research. Several implications for scholarship and practice emerged, supporting the use of
teacher self-assessment as a data point in formative assessment and the guidance of professional
learning opportunities.
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Overall, this research study generated new knowledge, contributed to theory embedded in
practice, and provided new ways of thinking about teacher assessment and effectiveness.
Affective attitudes of teachers and their related classroom behaviors are important areas to
continue to explore. I believe that if the education system begins to look for teachers who have
positive attitudes, beliefs, or behaviors that contribute to student success, and that these are built
into teacher preparation and professional learning programs, we can see a sustainable shift in
student academic success and success as citizens of the future. There is much room for
additional research to expand on the findings from this study and to strengthen the selfassessment instrument. I look forward to continued opportunities to build upon this study’s
findings and put the instrument into practice moving forward.
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Email to Heads of Institutions
Dear [Head of Institution],
As a member of AdvancED’s Network of schools, you have a commitment to high quality and
effective educational practices. This email is to request the participation of teachers at your
school in a short survey.
I am Holly King, a PhD Candidate at Antioch University and the Director of Early Learning for
AdvancED. I am conducting dissertation research on teacher attitudes about affective (socialemotional) elements of teaching that are effective in leading to positive student outcomes. These
elements include building positive teacher-student relationships and creating an empowering
classroom environment.
Teachers who choose to participate will have an opportunity to reflect on their own professional
practices and gain a deeper awareness of their beliefs and attitudes related to the survey items.
The survey is short and will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please share this invitation with
the teachers in your school. Teachers can simply click the link below to go to the survey Web
site (or copy and paste the link into their Internet browser) and begin the survey.
Survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/TeacherAffectiveAttitudesSurvey
All participation in the survey is completely voluntary and all responses will be kept
confidential. No personally identifiable information will be associated with your responses to
any reports of these data. The Antioch University Institutional Review Board has approved this
survey. Should you have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact me at
XXXXX@antioch.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX. If you have any ethical questions or concerns
about this project, please contact Dr. Lisa Kreeger, Chair of the Institutional Review Board,
Antioch University PhD in Leadership and Change, at XXXXXX@antioch.edu.
Thank you very much for your time and cooperation.
Sincerely,
Holly King
PhD Candidate, Antioch University
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Email to Personal Contacts
Dear [contact],
As you may recall, I am completing my PhD in Leadership and Change and am currently
working on my dissertation research. This email is to request your participation in a short
survey, and to ask that you pass along the survey invitation to other elementary teachers you
know.
My dissertation research is focused on teacher attitudes about affective (social-emotional)
elements of teaching that are effective in leading to positive student outcomes. These elements
include building positive teacher-student relationships and creating an empowering classroom
environment.
You will have an opportunity to reflect on your own professional practices and gain a deeper
awareness of your beliefs and attitudes related to the survey items.
The survey is short and will take about 20 minutes to complete. You can simply click the link
below to go to the survey Web site (or copy and paste the link into your Internet browser) and
begin the survey.
Survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/TeacherAffectiveAttitudesSurvey
At the end of the survey you'll have the opportunity to join an email list to receive the
research results.
Once you've finished the survey, please share it with other teachers you know and/or post on
Twitter, Facebook, LinkedIn, etc. I am looking for at least 600 teachers to participate in the
survey, so the more the merrier!
All participation in the survey is completely voluntary and all responses will be kept
confidential. No personally identifiable information will be associated with your responses to
any reports of these data. The Antioch University Institutional Review Board has approved this
survey. Should you have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact me at
XXXXX@antioch.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX. If you have any ethical questions or concerns
about this project, please contact Dr. Lisa Kreeger, Chair of the Institutional Review Board,
Antioch University PhD in Leadership and Change, at XXXXX@antioch.edu.
Thank you very much for your time and participation. I hope you enjoy the survey!
Regards,
Holly King
PhD Candidate, Antioch University
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Email to PhD Leadership and Change Program Community
Hello PhD colleagues!
I am currently in the midst of data collection for my dissertation. My dissertation research is
focused on teacher attitudes about affective (social-emotional) elements of teaching that are
effective in leading to positive student outcomes. These elements include building positive
teacher-student relationships and creating an empowering classroom environment.
This email is to request that you pass along the survey invitation to other elementary teachers
you know. If you are a practicing elementary teacher in the United States, I’d also love for you
to take the survey. I am looking for at least 600 teachers to participate in the survey, so the more
the merrier!
Teachers who choose to participate will have an opportunity to reflect on their own professional
practices and gain a deeper awareness of their beliefs and attitudes related to the survey items.
The survey is short and will take about 20 minutes to complete. Please share this invitation with
the teachers in your network. Teachers can simply click the link below to go to the survey Web
site (or copy and paste the link into their Internet browser) and begin the survey.
Survey link: https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/TeacherAffectiveAttitudesSurvey
All participation in the survey is completely voluntary and all responses will be kept
confidential. No personally identifiable information will be associated with your responses to
any reports of these data. The Antioch University Institutional Review Board has approved this
survey. Should you have any comments or questions, please feel free to contact me at
XXXXX@antioch.edu or XXX-XXX-XXXX. If you have any ethical questions or concerns
about this project, please contact Dr. Lisa Kreeger, Chair of the Institutional Review Board,
Antioch University PhD in Leadership and Change, at XXXXXXX@antioch.edu.
Thank you very much for your help in getting the word out!
Holly King
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Sample Social Media Posts
Share this email!
Hi friends and colleagues!
My colleague, Holly King, is developing a scale to self-assess important teacher attitudes and
behaviors for her PhD dissertation. She is seeking practicing elementary teachers in the United
States to take a short 20-min survey. Would you like to participate? I found it to be a great
opportunity to reflect on my own teaching attitudes.
The link for the survey is https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/TeacherAffectiveAttitudesSurvey.
Holly is hoping to have 600+ teachers respond to the survey and you can help. Thank you!
-Your name
P.S. Feel free to share with others. The more the merrier!
On Facebook
I'm going to be looking for elementary school teachers in the United States to help me with my
PhD dissertation research coming in September. If you are a teacher and would be interested in
participating in my survey, sign up at the link below to get more information. Please feel free to
share with other teachers you know! http://www.empowerededucators.com/taas.html
Do you know any elementary teachers in the US? I'm looking for teachers to complete my
dissertation survey in late September. They can sign up here to be alerted when the survey is
available: http://www.empowerededucators.com/taas.html Thanks!
Post this!
My friend Holly King is doing research on teacher attitudes that can inform their professional
development. She is seeking elementary teachers in the United States to take a 20-min survey
about their attitudes and beliefs. If you are a practicing elementary teacher (grades K-6) in the
US, will you take some time to complete the survey? The link is
https://www.surveymonkey.com/r/TeacherAffectiveAttitudesSurvey.
On Twitter
I'll be looking for elementary teachers in the US to help me with my PhD research. Sign up
here to get on the list! http://buff.ly/2a6F3kA
Do you know a K-6 teacher in the US? My dissertation survey will be ready in late Sep:
http://buff.ly/2aBGeWo
Are you a K-6 teacher in the US? Take this 20-min survey to help me with my dissertation
research! http://ctt.ec/g6ULd+
Are you an elementary teacher in the US? Interested in supporting research about teacher PD?
http://ctt.ec/_b0n5+
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Appendix E
Initial Scale Items

Positive Relationships
1. Attitudes toward teacher-student relationships: the set of dispositions or judgments
teachers hold about interpersonal interactions with their students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

My students learn better when I have positive relationships with them.
It is easier to teach students when I have a positive relationship with them.
Building rapport with students is a critical part of my role as a teacher.
Being approachable is an important part of my role as a teacher.
It is difficult to build positive relationships with students who are different from me. (R)
I have a strong relationship with each student I teach.
I work to build trust with my students.
I value what students have to say.
I am good at listening actively to my students.

2. Attitudes toward teacher-student conflict: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold
about interpersonal interactions with students that are characterized by conflict.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

I always find something positive about each student.
I often feel frustrated while working with difficult students. (R)
I am able to set aside my negative emotions when I have a conflict with students.
I find disruptive students difficult to work with. (R)
I often give positive feedback to students who are challenging to work with.
I often feel frustrated by students who need more help. (R)
I frequently experience conflict with my students. (R)
It is easy to work with my students, regardless of conflict in our interactions.

3. Attitudes toward caring: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold about caring for
and about students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.

It is important to me to have empathy for students.
I genuinely care about each student’s progress.
I have a personal interest in the lives of my students.
Caring about students is an important part of my role as a teacher.
I take time to understand my students’ feelings.
I feel concern for my students’ well-being.
I am interested in my students’ lives outside of school.
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4. Attitudes toward feedback: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold about giving
students feedback on their actions in the classroom.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.

I give constructive feedback to students more often than critical feedback.
Praising students makes them think too highly of themselves. (R)
My feedback helps students know how to be successful.
Praising students helps them feel good about their achievements.
I praise students to get them to behave the way I want. (R)
It is important that I give constructive feedback to students.
I give students meaningful feedback about their work.
I give students meaningful feedback about their behavior.

5. Attitudes toward equity: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold about equitable
treatment of students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

I value all the students in my school.
I treat all students fairly.
I am respectful toward all of my students.
I act equitably toward students even when I have little natural affinity for them.
I respond to students with respect, even in difficult situations.
I am sensitive to the culture and heritage of each student in my classroom.
I am consistent in my response to student actions.
I am responsive to students’ individual needs.
I try to prevent situations in my classroom that cause students to lose peer respect.

Classroom Environment
6. Attitudes toward supportive climate: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold
about the classroom as a relational setting to engage students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Students learn better when my classroom environment is supportive.
Students are more likely to have good self-regulation when my classroom is nurturing.
Students are more likely to be motivated when my classroom is empowering.
I create a caring community in my classroom.
I create a supportive classroom climate.
I create situations in my classroom for each student to experience success.
It is important that I encourage students to express their own opinions.
An important part of my job is to create a student-centered classroom.
It is important that I create a classroom where students are free to speak their minds.
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7. Attitudes toward classroom management: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold
about how to create the necessary structures to support a well-managed classroom.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

My classroom management encourages students to develop self-discipline.
I arrange the classroom in ways that increase students’ active learning.
I arrange the classroom in ways that prevent misbehavior.
My classroom procedures facilitate smooth transitions in the classroom.
I maintain a structured yet flexible classroom.
I use strategies such as space, proximity, and movement around the classroom to prevent
challenging behavior.
g. I use strategies such as space, proximity, and movement around the classroom to engage
student attention.
h. My classroom is organized efficiently.
i. I have established routines for classroom management.

8. Attitudes toward control: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold about the
distribution of power in the classroom among the teacher and students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.

It is more important to empower students than to maintain my authority.
Students need to be controlled to maintain order in the classroom. (R)
I respond with frustration when students are loud in the classroom. (R)
I involve students in creating classroom rules of behavior.
I feel frustrated when students talk out without raising their hands. (R)
It is more important for me to maintain control in the classroom than to maintain positive
relationships with students. (R)
g. Controlling the classroom is an important part of my role as a teacher. (R)
h. My students take responsibility for the success of our classroom.

9. Attitudes toward guidance: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold about guiding
the behavior of students.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Positive reinforcement is better than punishment for guiding student behavior.
Strict discipline is the most effective way to manage student behavior. (R)
I primarily use proactive guidance strategies to manage student behavior.
When I need to address a student’s behavior, I keep my comments brief.
It is more important that I affirm students’ positive behaviors than to address negative
behaviors.
I maintain each student’s dignity when I have to use discipline.
I frequently give consequences to the whole class for behaviors of a few. (R)
I implement classroom rules of behavior fairly.
I implement classroom rules of behavior in consistent ways.
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10. Attitudes toward high expectations: the set of dispositions or judgments teachers hold
about to what degree students can be successful.
a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
h.
i.

Having high expectations for every student is an important part of my teaching.
Some students just aren’t capable of learning as much as others. (R)
A student’s background is the main influence on his or her success in my classroom. (R)
I expect every student I teach to be successful.
Students cannot overcome family issues that put them at-risk. (R)
Students cannot overcome societal issues that put them at-risk. (R)
I consistently communicate my high expectations to my students.
My expectations of students are high, but appropriate.
All students, even in difficult home environments, can succeed in school.

11. Attitudes toward student autonomy: the set of dispositions and judgments of teachers
about the value of student independence and empowerment.
a. It is important for my students to independently engage in the classroom.
b. My classroom provides many opportunities for students to be responsible for their own
learning.
c. My classroom encourages student autonomy.
d. I create opportunities for students to work in their own ways.
e. My classroom empowers students to be independent.
f. I give students responsibility in my classroom.
g. I help students develop a “can-do” attitude.
h. I expect students to take initiative in my classroom.
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Appendix I
Transcript of Supplemental Video File
Hello, I'm Holly King and welcome to my dissertation, The Teacher Affective Attitudes
Inventory: The Development and Validation of a Teacher Self-Assessment Instrument.
I got started in this research by really being interested in the soft skills of the classroom: the
affective attitudes and beliefs that teachers hold around building positive student-teacher
relationships and creating an empowering classroom environment that contribute to a motivating
classroom. One where students feel empowered, have autonomy, and know that they are fully
supported. These variables have been shown through the literature to be effective in impacting
student outcomes in a positive way, such as increasing student achievement, their academic
motivation, their engagement in classrooms, and their sense of self-esteem and self-efficacy.
I went to the research literature and identified the variables that seemed to most relate to these
areas of building positive relationships and creating an empowering classroom environment. I
then developed a 61-item survey that was sent out to hundreds of practicing elementary school
teachers in the United States. The results from the survey were then run through exploratory
factor analysis and confirmatory factor analysis to generate the four final scales. One scale with
three subscales for positive relationships, and three related scales around elements of an effective
classroom environment.
The results from the research are pretty exciting and I'm looking forward to seeing how these
scales can best be put to use as a reflection tool for educators in elementary school settings to
guide their professional development in a formative assessment process. You can read all about
the results and the findings in the dissertation. If you have any questions, please feel free to
reach out! Thank you, and enjoy.
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